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The purpose of this study was to analyze the general education faculty members’
perspectives on the internationalization of the general education curriculum in
Mississippi community colleges. The participants in this study included all full-time
instructors of general education courses at 2 of the 15 public community colleges in the
state of Mississippi. The study used a survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors
Affecting the Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi
Community Colleges to examine factors that included a) importance of
internationalization, b) institutional success with internationalization efforts and
c) importance and existence of administrative support for internationalization. No studies
were found that analyze nor investigate the importance of internationalizing the general
education curriculum in Mississippi community colleges. Quantitative data were
collected using Survey Monkey online instrument that was sent to full-time general
education faculty members teaching at the 2 community colleges in the State of
Mississippi. The data were analyzed using Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of variance
(ANOVA) and Mann-Whitney U Test tables and descriptive statistics were reported.

Results showed that a large number of the educators recognized the need for a
partner institution in another country. Many of them also recommended that there should
be a designated administrative office to coordinate and support international education
initiatives, and they also saw the need for their college to have a plan designed to increase
international/global understanding among students and to have general education courses
with an international/global focus available to all students. Some differences in
perceptions were observed in the teachers’ perceptions of internationalization based on
years worked in higher education, country of birth, gender, international experience, and
level of education. The educators believed that internationalization activities on their
campus was a positive movement towards expanding their offerings to students by
helping to develop an educational environment where they can become more globally
competitive and more professionally effective. Many of the educators in this study
support the expansion of programs that support study abroad or student exchange
programs.
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INTRODUCTION
In a world characterized by increased interconnectivity, diversity, and global
mobility, many postsecondary institutions have been compelled to internationalize their
operations and their academic offerings to stay competitive in a crowded international
educational arena of students today. For institutions seeking to expand their global reach
and to provide students with diverse multicultural experiences, internationalization can
come in many forms. While some institutions may expand study abroad or student
exchange programs, others may seek to build partnerships with foreign institutions or to
infuse academic offerings at home with a focus on international understanding.
To help alleviate the issue of declining educational status in the United States and
to address students’ lack of understanding of other peoples and cultures, higher education
needs to provide an environment that will allow students to appreciate and work
competently with individuals from various cultures and backgrounds. Institutions around
the globe are striving to develop this atmosphere by incorporating international education
into not only the curriculum, but also within the culture of the institution. Therefore,
internationalization within higher education institutions is a growing trend, not only in
the U.S. but around the world (Altbach, 2002).
“The internationalization of higher education is still a phenomenon with a lot of
question marks regarding . . . its meaning, concept, and strategic aspects” (de Wit, 2002,
1

p. xv). “For a better understanding of the internationalization of higher education it is
important . . . to provide a working definition of its meaning” (de Wit, 2002, pp. 103104). A definition accepted by many scholars describes internationalization of higher
education as “the process which [sic] integrates an international or intercultural
dimension or perspective into the major functions of the universities, namely teaching,
research, and service” (International Association of Universities [IAU], 1997, p. 1).
It is generally thought that earning an education improves citizens’ well-being and
status in society. Becker (1993) indicated that embedded in the tenets of human capital
theory is the assumption that expanding education promotes economic growth. Becker
(1962) and O’Connor (2009) also indicated how gaining education appropriate to
demands of the existing workplace could increase the economic value of an individual, as
well as society-at-large. Bennet (1986) indicated how international education adds to
one’s preparation to work effectively in today’s globally integrated economy.
Furthermore, Bennett’s work focuses on how people gain greater intercultural sensitivity;
he also demonstrates that among individuals there can be various levels of understanding
and acceptance of other cultures. As individuals increase their knowledge of other
cultures they will move across a spectrum of degrees of awareness and sensitivity, a shift
that is highly desired if students are to increase their ‘human capital’ in an internationally
interdependent world.
The Spelling Commission (2006) noted, “The transformation of the world
economy increasingly demands a more highly educated workforce with postsecondary
skills and credentials. Ninety percent of the fastest-growing jobs in the new information
and service economy will require some postsecondary education” (p. 6). With the
2

increasing demand for advanced education, helping more students achieve a college
education has become essential. This is most important for community colleges where, in
the U.S., there are over 1,200 institutions enrolling more than 11.7 million students. The
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) reported in 2009 that
approximately 44% of all U.S. undergraduates as well as 40% of all first-time freshmen
now attend community colleges (AACC, 2009). Enrollment in community colleges
experienced a 741% increase between 1963 and 2008. Four-year public institutions of
higher education experienced a 197% increase during that same period and four-year
private institutions grew by 170% (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008).
Regardless of the source, there is substantial evidence to conclude that community
college enrollments have grown tremendously over the past decade. Based on these
increases and the fact that nearly half of all U.S. undergraduates are enrolled in
community colleges (AACC, 2011), it is appropriate and necessary to focus on
internationalization efforts at the community college since “for those students whose
education ends with their community college experience, community colleges are likely
to constitute the only formal academic opportunity to learn about other countries,
cultures, and global trends” (Green, 2007, p. 16).
There is further evidence that one place to begin or enhance internationalization
efforts at community colleges are within general education courses. Brustein (2007)
believes that “if we are to achieve global competence then we are obliged to
internationalize the educational experience no matter the discipline” (p. 385). This
statement makes a case for internationalizing the general education curriculum in the
community college since general education courses cut across a wide range of curricula.
3

Margaret Spelling, United States Secretary of Education, indicated during her
address to the university and college presidents at the U.S. University President Summit
on International Education (UPSIE) in Washington DC, “The world is changing at a rapid
pace, and many of our students lack the skills to succeed in the global knowledge
economy” (Spelling Commission, 2006, para 8). During the Summit, the President of the
United States stressed the importance of providing greater international exposure and
experiences to students in higher education (Bush, 2006).
The internationalization of the curriculum is an ongoing, multifaceted process that
requires the collaboration and support of faculty members, students, academic
departments, the institutional administration, and international offices on campuses. For
stakeholders to work together to successfully internationalize the curriculum, it requires
visionary leadership, commitment to the process, intercultural sensitivity, financial
support, willingness, interest, open lines of communication, and interdisciplinary
cooperation (Ellingboe, 1998).
Nationally, there have been organizations formed to address and lead efforts to
increase internationalization in the community college sector. The Community Colleges
for International Development (CCID) has been instrumental in advancing international
education in the U.S. as well as in several other countries. This organization has worked
in conjunction with state and local colleges and organizations to promote international
education within community college systems around the world (CCID, 2007).
Other prominent organizations that promote international education include the
National Association of Foreign Student Advisers (NAFSA), the College Consortium for
International Studies (CCIS), the Center for International Community College Education
4

and Leadership (CICCEL), and the AACC’s Office of International Programs and
Services. Each of these organizations has developed its own objectives to aid in
supporting international efforts both within the U.S. and around the world.
Adding further confirmation to the need for internationalizing general education,
Zeszotarski (1999) suggested that general education programs may be the only
opportunity students have to gain the core knowledge they need, especially those students
whose education ends with an associate’s degree. She further stated, “adoption of global
education competencies has the potential to reform inequalities in general education
objectives” (Zeszotarski, 2001, p. 74).
Statement of the Problem
The problem leading to this study is the perceptions of community college general
education faculty regarding the importance of, institutional success with, and
administrative support for the internationalization of general education curriculum and
the extent to which there are differences in their perceptions based on their demographic
characteristic.
According to the AACC (2008), there are over 1,200 community colleges in the
U.S. higher education system. With over 1,200 institutions, community colleges serve
approximately 46% of all U.S. undergraduates and award 850,000 Associate degrees and
certificates annually. Not only are community colleges serving a large percentage of
U.S. citizens, but almost 39% of all international undergraduate students coming to the
U.S. are attending community colleges. Understanding the great opportunity of
internationalizing the general education curriculum of community colleges is essential,
but little has been done to provide this understanding.
5

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was divided into two segments. The first was to analyze
general education faculty members’ perspectives on the internationalization of the
general education curriculum in Mississippi community colleges in the following areas:
a) importance of internationalization, b) institutional success with internationalization
efforts and c) importance and existence of administrative support for internationalization.
The second was to determine any significant differences in faculty members’
perspectives regarding the internationalization of the general education curriculum based
on faculty members’ demographic characteristics.
The Mississippi system of community and junior colleges remains true to its
original mission to provide a quality, accessible education for the state’s community at an
affordable price (Fatherree, 2013). All of the 15 community colleges in Mississippi
require a general education curriculum as part of the Associate degree program.
Therefore, since this research project focused on Mississippi community colleges,
the study will add to the literature a new dimension regarding the perceived importance
of internationalizing the general education curriculum in the Mississippi community
college system.
Research Questions
In an effort to investigate the perspectives of community college faculty in
Mississippi regarding the internationalization of the general education curriculum in
Mississippi community colleges, this research addressed the following questions.

6

1.

What are the perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding the importance of the internationalization of general
education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception:
Factors affecting the internationalization of General Education
Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

2.

What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding institutional success with internationalization of the
general education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty
Perception: Factors affecting the internationalization of General
Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

3.

What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding administrative support for internationalization of the
general education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty
Perception: Factors affecting the internationalization of General
Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

4.

Are there differences in faculty perceptions of the internationalization of
the general education curriculum based on demographic factors?
Definition of Key Terms

Throughout the dissertation, several terms are used that should be defined in
detail. The following is a list of terms used in this study. These definitions or
classifications offer meaning and classification to unique terms:

7

1.

Administrative support is “sustainable encouragement through budgets,
policies and procedures by presidents, governing boards, and other upper
level administration of the college” (O'Connor, 2009, p. 11).

2.

A community college is defined as “any institution regionally accredited
to award associate of arts or associate of science as it is highest degree”
(Cohen & Brawer, 2003, p. 5).

3.

Curriculum is defined by Hubball and Gold (2007) as “a coherent program
of study that is responsive to the need and circumstance of pedagogical
context and is carefully designed to develop students’ knowledge, abilities
and skills through multiple integrated and progressively challenging
course learning experiences” (p. 7).

4.

Faculty personal attitudes may be defined by considering the definition for
attitudes. Eagly and Chaiken (1993) define an attitude as a “psychological
tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some
degree of favor or disfavor” (p. 469).

5.

General education is “the process of developing a framework on which to
place knowledge stemming from various sources, of learning to think
critically, develop values, understand traditions, respect diverse cultures
and opinions, and most important, put that knowledge to use. It is holistic,
not specialized; integrative, not separatist.” (Cohen & Brawer, 2003, p.
313)

6.

Globalization is defined as “the flow of technology, economy, knowledge,
people, values, and ideas...across borders” (Knight, 2003).
8

7.

Internationalized curriculum – Curriculum that provides” international and
intercultural knowledge and abilities, aimed at preparing students for
performing (professionally, socially, and emotionally) in an international
and multicultural context” (Nilsson, 2000, p. 22).

8.

International experience is defined as personal and professional travels,
living abroad and studies of cultures beyond the U.S. (O’Connor, 2009).

9.

Internationalization is defined as “integrating an international,
intercultural, or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of
postsecondary education” (Knight, 2003).
Conceptual Framework of the Study

Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework of the study. The illustration provides a
visual display of the major component of the study.

Analyze and
evaluate the
faculty
perception level

Figure 1.

Survey of
perceptions

Demographic factors
institutional success
importance of internationalization
administrative support

Compare
differences

Conceptual framework of the study

The Conceptual Framework is added to help provide a visual of how the research
was conducted to unfold. The study sought and analyzed the perspectives of general
education faculty members regarding internationalization at Mississippi community
colleges and to evaluate within Mississippi community colleges the significant
9

differences between the perceived levels of internationalization of the general education
curriculum in association with a series of potentially influencing factors. The survey
asked faculty for their perceptions regarding institutional success with
internationalization efforts, the importance of internationalization, and senior
administrative support for internationalization.
Overview of Method
Faculty were chosen from two Mississippi community colleges. Faculty were
asked to complete the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors Affecting the
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community
Colleges. The intent was that the information gathered through this study will improve
the implementation of the internationalization of the general education curriculum in
Mississippi. The study is similar to a study by O’Connor (2009), conducted in Missouri
community colleges, as well as Clark (2013), conducted in Florida community colleges,
and extends the research on the internationalization of the curriculum to community
colleges located in Mississippi. Descriptive statistics including tables of percentages
were used to analyze the results of the survey. The Mann-Whitney U test and the
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA in ANOVA were conducted to examine for differences in the
faculty perceptions.
Delimitations
This study focused on and was conducted in only two community colleges in
Mississippi. This study focused on general education curriculum required for transfer to
4- year colleges and universities and did not consider other programs at community
10

colleges. There may be other variables that could be factored into the level of
internationalization of general education curriculum, but the four principal questions
were the foci of the study. The study used a standardized version of the survey Analysis
of Faculty Perception: Factors Affecting the Internationalization of General Education
Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges.
Significance of the Study
This study should be beneficial in helping community college administrators gain
insight into the general education curriculum in order to be able to concentrate more
on developing and implementing processes for the internationalization of the curriculum
in general education courses. Furthermore, this study will help educators revise
curriculum in order to strengthen instruction that will generate a good learning
environment for all students.
The continued study of internationalization and its effect worldwide can provide
benefit to all races and cultures around the globe and opportunities for faculties to
understand other native cultures around the world.
Organization of Study
The dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter I provided an overview
of the study with discussion of the concept of internationalization. The statement of the
problem, purpose, research questions, method overview, delimitations, significance,
definition of terms, conceptual framework, and organization of study were included.
Chapter II contains a review of the literature which examines previous studies and
information on internationalization of the curriculum within colleges and universities and
11

explains why further research is important and needed. Chapter III describes the methods
that were used to conduct the research study. Chapter IV is a presentation of the findings
and Chapter V presents the summary, conclusions, and recommendations.

12

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This chapter provides a review of literature related to internationalization of
general education courses in community colleges and of the perceptions of community
college faculty members regarding internationalization of curricula within their
institutions. This literature review seeks to summarize the literature related to
internationalization of curricula in higher education within the U. S. and around
the globe.
The purpose of this study is to investigate the perceptions of Mississippi
community college faculty members teaching general education courses. This chapter
will include a review of the history of community colleges, as well as a discussion of
internationalization, including internationalization of higher education and the
importance of internationalizing the curriculum in community colleges. The chapter
summary emphasizes the need for further research.
Community Colleges
According to McClenney (2004), “Community colleges have inarguably the
toughest job in American higher education” (p. 11). Community colleges are open access
institutions and, as a result, many of the students are underprepared and need remedial
education. Many have risk factors that contribute to students not completing their
education, and a number come to community colleges with a variety of goals that do not
13

always include transfer to a four-year institution. Add to this the fact that the numbers of
students in this sector are increasing every year, studying this particular population
becomes relevant and important based solely on these factors.
The term “community college” became widely accepted after the President’s
Commission on Higher Education in 1947 released its report entitled Higher Education
for Democracy. These institutions “was a major focus in the commission report, which
called for a dramatic expansion of ‘grades thirteen and fourteen’ with no tuition to
broaden access” (Kim & Rury, 2007, p. 31). Although junior colleges have been present
in the U.S. for almost a half century, this report aided in the increase of public acceptance
of these institutions and their mission. The report and other opportunities such as open
admission policies, low educational cost, enrollment of a larger percentage of nontraditional students, students from low-income backgrounds and more minority students
than four-year colleges and universities allowed community colleges to become a major
factor in higher education within the U.S. during the last quarter of the 20th Century.
History
According to Philippe and Patton (2000), it was a very exciting time for
community colleges as they celebrate their centennial. In 100 years, community colleges
have grown tremendously in numbers and have changed with the times. No other
segment of higher education is more responsive to its community and workforce needs
than the community college. Founded in 1901, Joliet Junior College in Illinois is the
oldest existing public 2-year college. In the early years, the colleges focused on general
liberal arts studies. During the Depression of the 1930s, community colleges began
offering job-training programs as a way of easing widespread unemployment. After
14

World War II, the conversion of military industries to consumer goods created new,
skilled jobs. This economic transformation along with the GI Bill created the drive for
more higher education options. In 1948, the Truman Commission suggested the creation
of a network of public, community-based colleges to serve local needs.
Dassance (2011) indicated that the mission of community colleges has changed
significantly since the founding of Joliet Junior College in 1901. Originally created as
junior colleges that provided a broad general education to students at the freshman and
sophomore level to prepare them for the rigors of the university and, from the university
president’s point of view, to keep them from diluting the intellectualism of higher
education, community colleges expanded their mission to include vocational programs
and a wide array of community service programs. In Vaughan’s (1995) history of the
community college, he included developmental education and student support services as
parts of the mission in addition to transfer and occupational education.
Community colleges became a national network in the 1960s with the opening of
457 public community colleges, more than the total existence before that decade. Baby
boomers coming of age fueled enrollment growth. The construction involved in this
gigantic growth of facilities was funded by a robust economy and supported by the social
activism of the time. The number of community colleges has steadily grown since the
1960s. At present, there are 1,166 community colleges in the United States. When the
branch campuses of community colleges are included, the number totals about 1,600
(AACC, 2013, Philippe & Patton, 2000).
Community colleges not only educate 46% of all undergraduates, but 41% of
first-time freshman, that includes first generation, begin their education within the
15

community college system. A major portion of the minority population in the U.S.
seeking higher education enrolls at community colleges. Student populations enrolled in
these institutions are 55% Native American and Hispanic students, and 46%
Asian/Pacific Islanders and African Americans (AACC, 2008).
Today, community colleges educate more than half the nation's undergraduates.
In the 1996-97 academic years, 9.3 million people took credit courses at community
colleges. Another 5 million took noncredit classes, the majority of which were workforce
training courses. Since 1901, at least 100 million people have attended community
colleges (AACC, 2013, Philippe & Patton, 2000).
Framework for Internationalization
Knight (2004) reexamine and update the conceptual framework underpinning the
notion of internationalization in light of today’s changes and challenges. She defines
internationalization at the national/sector/institutional levels as “the process of integrating
an international, intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery
of post-secondary education” (p. 11). Knight (1999) places her working definition of
internationalization of higher education into a conceptual framework that also identifies
rationales, stakeholders, and approaches to internationalizing higher education.
What Does Internationalization of the Curriculum Mean?
Internationalization of the curriculum can refer to such varied internationalization
activities as study abroad programs, foreign language courses, interdisciplinary or area
programs, or the provision of programs or courses with an international, intercultural, or
comparative focus (Bremer & van der Wende, 1995). However, an internationalized
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curriculum will refer to course content and teaching and learning approaches which
incorporate an intercultural and international perspective. Prior research indicates that the
focus is not only on the subject matter of the curriculum, but also on the pedagogical
implications of teaching and learning approaches that will promote the inclusion of
international students (Adams, 1992; Bond, 2006; De Vita & Case, 2003; Leask, 2001;
Marchesani & Adams, 1992; Maidstone, 1995; McKellin, 1998; McLoughlin, 2001).
Bond (2006) defines this curricular transformation as “changing fundamentally what we
teach and how we teach it” (p. 3).
It is it important to internationalize the curriculum in higher education because
internationalization of the curriculum may be an effective means of providing an
academic environment that supports the diverse cultural learning needs of international
students. Leask (2001) suggested that, “internationalizing university curricula is a
powerful and practical way of bridging the gap between rhetoric and practice to including
and valuing the contribution of international students” (p. 100).
Numerous researchers emphasize the centrality of the curriculum and the
internationalization of the curriculum and teaching and learning processes as critical
elements of internationalization (William, 2009). Knight (1994) described the curriculum
as “the backbone of the internationalization process” (p. 6). Other researchers concur,
emphasizing the importance of an internationalized curriculum in providing a studentcentered learning experience for all students and in preparing students to be successful in
today’s increasingly interdependent global society (Bonfiglio, 1999; Leask,
2001; Lemasson, 2002; Schuerholz-Lehr, 2007).
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Education and the curriculum play a key role in shaping students’ values
(Khalideen, 2006). Because curriculum is typically reflective of the values, attitudes, and
beliefs of a particular culture and an institution, forcing students to assimilate to an
unfamiliar learning culture is unlikely to be successful and may negatively impact on
their sense of identity (Cortazzi & Jin, 1997; Freedman, 1998; Kennedy, 1995;
Khalideen, 2006; Mestenhauser, 2002a). The ethnocentric values underlying the
curriculum and pedagogy in Western post-secondary institutions and the emphasis on a
didactic lecture format with tutorials and seminars that emphasize discussion, critical
thinking, and active learning disregards the diverse ways of knowing of international
students. This approach may alienate international students who are accustomed to
different styles of teaching and learning (Joseph, 2008; Mestenhauser, 2002a). An
optimal learning environment reflects the diverse cultures, perspectives and experiences
of students (Banks, 2004). Because the manner in which people think, reason, and view
knowledge is culturally and socially determined, international students from diverse
cultural backgrounds may have difficulty balancing the expectations of the traditional
Western curricular perspective and pedagogical strategies with their own culturally based
learning expectations and values (Mestenhauser, 2002b; Peelo & Luxon, 2007).
Barriers Encountered in Internationalizing the Curriculum
There are numerous challenges inherent in the process of internationalizing
the curriculum. Institutional barriers, internal structures, and factors associated with
faculty’s reluctance to engage in the curricular reform process can all impede the
progress of reform.
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Institutional Policies and Support
Williams (2008) cited in her literature that internationalization is an ongoing,
multifaceted, holistic process that impacts the entire institution (Paige, 2003; Schoorman,
2000). Written policy statements and strategic plans defining the institution’s
internationalization goals are an important element and must be acted upon (Knight,
1994, 1995). Knight (1994) emphasized the necessity of permanent commitment to
internationalization at an institution: “Internationalization must be entrenched in the
culture, policy, planning and organizational processes of the institution so that it is not
treated as, nor does it become, a passing fad” (p. 5).
The lack of a curricular review and assessment process at the majority of
Canadian universities are a major barrier to the curricular reform process (Knight, 2000;
McKellin, 1998). Respondents within Knight’s (2000) study indicated that the
responsibility for internationalizing the curriculum rested with individual departments
and faculties or in some cases, a faculty member, who was assigned a facilitative role in
the process. Only 1.6 % of Canadian post-secondary institutions have developed
internationalized curricula specifically for foreign students (Taylor, 2000). Knight (1994,
2000) emphasized the important role an international office, staffed by leaders who have
credibility with faculty, and who possess the requisite academic, administrative, and
cross-cultural skills can play in the curricular development and review process.
Faculty in other Canadian studies (Bond, Qian, & Huang., 2003; Schuerholz-Lehr
& van Gyn, 2006) indicate that a lack of support and encouragement for the curricular
reform process at both the departmental and institutional levels and “limitations placed on
instructors by the infrastructure, policies, and procedures of their departments and the
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institution in general” (Schuerholz-Lehr & van Gyn., 1997, p.87) are barriers to the
successful internationalization of the curriculum.
Funding and Resources
Insufficient funding and resources can also be serious impediments to
internationalizing the curriculum. In this era of fiscal restraint, the establishment of new
international programs and curricula must compete with many other institutional
demands for funding (Knight, 1995; Taylor, 2000). Closely associated with this issue are
time constraints on faculty due to downsizing of departments, increased teaching loads,
and larger class sizes which may inhibit faculty from successfully designing and
delivering an internationalized curriculum (Bond, 2003; Bond et al., 2003; Castenada,
2004; Schuerholz-Lehr & van Gyn, 2006). Faculty may also be reluctant to engage in
curricular reform if insufficient release time and financial rewards are not allocated for
their efforts (Taylor, 2000). However, McKellin’s (1998) study of British Columbia postsecondary institutions indicated that the majority of respondents surveyed provide
“release time for faculty to undertake international projects or to develop course
curricula” (p. 45). It appears that the priority institutions place on funding this important
aspect of internationalization will determine its level and extent of development.
Faculty Autonomy and Academic Freedom
Williams (2009) also discusses the need for faculty and academic freedom. A fear
of loss of personal autonomy and academic freedom may provide another barrier to the
curriculum reform process. Faculty who have not been involved in the development of
the institution’s mandate to internationalize may perceive the call to internationalize their
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courses to be mandated from a top-down perspective and may resent what they regard as
an intrusion into their rights of academic freedom and integrity (Khalideen, 2006).
Khalideen (2006) stressed that many faculty members “find it difficult to relinquish
‘power’ over what is taught because in some ways they benefit from the status quo.”
“Others are opposed to change since they see change simply as a criticism of their current
practice” (p. 5). Nevertheless, a faculty member within Castaneda’s (2004) study
indicated the need for increased departmental and/or administrative support for
addressing diversity within the curricular and pedagogical practices of the institution and
lamented the climate in which some faculty members view this as mandated reform
which infringes upon their rights to academic freedom. Faculty within Knight’s (1995)
study indicated academic freedom to be both a facilitator and a barrier within the
internationalization process. As one respondent indicated, “academic freedom is both a
facilitator, allowing faculty members to pursue international interests and a barrier in that
those who are not interested must be convinced or co-opted and cannot be asked to
change their focus of interest” (Knight, 1995, p. 20).
Internationalization of General Education
Some might argue that historically, general education curricula are based on the
concept of internationalization. Since the beginning of human civilizations, having an
understanding of other cultures has been critical. For some this was motivated by the
purist view of embracing diversity and benefiting from cultural exchange; however, many
times it was a way of maintaining political dominance over other countries (de Wit,
2000). Although the roots of general education extend back for centuries, the modern
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concept of general education developed in the early 1900s and has evolved greatly in the
following years (Rudolph, 1990).
The modern general education movement strives to provide a curriculum that will
develop individuals into graduates with a broad range of experiences and understandings
that encourage them to become more culturally sensitive. Rudolph (1990) expressed this
when he wrote:
The general education movement, from its beginnings at Columbia in 1919 to the
celebrated Harvard Report on the subject in 1945, was an attempt to capture some
of the sense of a continuing intellectual and spiritual heritage that had fallen
victim to the elective principle. In the 1920s, together with the various devices of
concentration and distribution by which most institutions were accommodating
the elective principle, the movement marked a halt in the tendency toward
specialization, as well as a new respect for the concept of education as the mark of
a gentleman and a passport to understanding. (pp. 455-456)
Unfortunately, general education in U.S. higher education has had an oscillating history
and with the autonomy within these institutions, finding a common ground for general
education has been difficult. This is evident in the work undertaken by Cronk (2004)
where the concepts and definitions of general education at nine individual higher
education institutions were evaluated and compared. Although there are variations across
the institutions, fundamental educational experiences that produce well-rounded,
educated citizens appear as a frequent theme of general education for many.
Lundy-Dobbert (1998) claimed, “American universities cannot honestly claim to
be generally educating students, or faculty, to live in the internationalized, corporate,
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bureaucratic world of today” (p. 67). To rectify this concern, higher education institutions
in the United States and especially community colleges are striving to educate globally
competent graduates and to help develop a population that is more culturally sensitive.
However, more work is required, and one of the main areas for improvement must be
internationalizing the general education curriculum.
National Education Organizations for Internationalization
Support for the internationalization of community colleges in their efforts to
increase global competency within their student populations includes various
foundations, corporate and private divisions, and international organizations.
Organizations which are involved in internationalization efforts include:
National Association of Foreign Student Advisers
National Association of Foreign Student Advisers (NAFSA) which was founded
in 1948 to promote the professional development of American college and university
officials responsible for assisting and advising the international students who had come to
study in the United States. NAFSA is an organization that promotes international
education and offers a wide range of professional development opportunities for member
institutions, both in the U.S. and around the world, to help support international
education. O’Connor (2009) indicated that NAFSA is an organization also strives to
encourage and facilitate educational exchange among countries. NAFSA is dedicated to
institutions and those working as international educators by providing resources and other
opportunities to further the process of global awareness (NAFSA, 2008).
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The College Consortium for International Studies
The College Consortium for International Studies (CCIS), is an organization that
forms a partnership with colleges and universities − two and four year, large and small,
public and private, domestic and foreign that encompasses the broad spectrum of
international higher education “CCIS members sponsor a variety of programs, notably
study abroad programs and professional development seminars for faculty and
administrators, which are designed to enhance international/intercultural perspectives
within the academic community” (CCIS, 2008, para. 2).
Community Colleges for International Development
Community Colleges for International Development (CCID) is a consortium of
145 two year higher education institutions in the U.S. and fifteen other countries, and is
the pre-eminent two-year college organization in the United States working on providing
international networking opportunities to build global relationships that strengthen
educational programs, and promote economic development. “The mission of CCID is to
provide opportunities for building global relationships that strengthen educational
programs and promote economic development” (CCID, 2007, para. 1). CCID works in
variety of areas related to two-year colleges to aid in increasing international education
opportunities (CCID, 2007). In 2007, another organization which had strong ties to
international education joined the CCID. This organization, The America Council on
International Intercultural Education (ACCIIE), did extensive work in the area of global
studies and curricular development. With this merge, CCID has continued the work
previously accomplished within the ACCIIE (Frost, 2007).
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American Association of Community College
American Association of Community College (AACC) is a national organization
for community colleges. According to the organization, U.S. community colleges play a
vital role in educating and training the globally competitive workforce of the 21st
Century. To support these efforts, the American Association of Community Colleges
promotes global awareness, intercultural understanding, and international engagement for
students, faculty, staff, and administrators. AACC advocates on behalf of the member
institutions with U.S. federal agencies, higher education associations, non-governmental
organizations, the private sector, and international partners to raise the recognition of
U.S. community colleges’ leadership role in global education (AACC, 2013). The
AACC also maintains the Office of International Programs and Services within its
organization. This office has the goals of supporting community colleges in global
education initiatives and to encourage international awareness and appreciation
throughout the community college system both at the national and international level
(AACC, 2006; O’Connor, 2009).
Recent Studies
Numerous research studies have been recently conducted in internationalization,
and the results of some, are summarized in this section. A recent dissertation at Texas A
& M University by Navarro (2004) analyzed the perspectives of the faculty at the
University of Georgia, and the College of Agriculture and Life Science of Texas A&M
University regarding academic and institutional strategies for internationalization of the
undergraduate agricultural curriculum. Navarro used both quantitative and open-ended
questions in the questionnaire and conducted eight semi-structured one-hour interviews
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designed to complement the data from the questionnaires. A total of 193 faculty members
from both institutions participated in the study. In the findings, Navarro indicated that
faculty knowledge of international issues was clearly correlated with faculty perceptions
of relevance of internationalization of the curriculum. Also, faculty ranked mobility and
infusion approaches as their desired academic strategies for internationalization of the
curriculum, and there were clear patterns of association between selections of faculty,
with mobility and infusion belonging to different groups. Navarro makes nine
recommendations for further study which indicated that agricultural and extension
education researchers should conduct more research in and about the theory, techniques,
and methods for the assessment and handling of nonresponse error.
O’Connor (2009) in his studies at University of Missouri examined the factors
that might contribute to the development of internationalized general education
curriculum in Missouri community colleges. O’Connor surveyed 243 general education
faculty members from 18 different community colleges in Missouri with online
questionnaires. The survey instruments used consisted of three areas: demographics of
the participants and their perspective colleges, faculty perspectives on internationalization
of the curriculum, and open comment forum. The findings of O’Connor indicated that
administrative support of internationalization, the geographic location of the college,
positive attitude toward internationalization, and faculty who placed a high value on such
efforts have significant effect on internationalization of the general education curriculum.
O’Connor suggested eleven recommendations, which included a comparison of
internationalization efforts in private to public and 2-year to 4-year institutions.
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O’Connor indicated that this study would provide increased understanding of
internationalization efforts in all areas of higher education.
Clark (2013) investigated the attitudes of community colleges general education
faculty members in Florida regarding their perceptions of the importance of
internationalizing the general education curriculum and to what extent those perceptions
are related to their attitudes toward globalization. Clark surveyed 107 general education
faculty members from 15 colleges using the Perceived Level of Importance of
Internationalizing the General Education Curriculum instrument, the instrument was
divided into 5 sections and contained 60 survey questions plus an additional nine
questions related to the survey questions. Clark found that respondents generally believed
that globalization and internationalization are important; however, respondents were not
integrating international instructional strategies at a level that correlated with their
attitudes toward globalization and internationalization. Among those faculty members
who were incorporating international instructional strategies, results indicated that the
more years of experience in higher education a respondent had, the more likely he or she
was to be incorporating these strategies in the classroom. Respondents also indicated that
they would like more support from administration to internationalize the curriculum than
they believe they are receiving. Release time and professional development and training
experiences are strategies colleges could use to help improve instruction in international
education. Providing opportunities for faculty members to travel to conferences and
meetings with a global/international scope would also help faculty to have a better
understanding of international issues. Clark (2013) makes several recommendations for
further study which include a study among community colleges in other states in the
27

United States. Prior to this study, the only states that were found to have conducted
similar studies were Missouri and Minnesota, and findings in this study differed from
findings in the other studies.
Chapter Summary
The review of literature presented in Chapter II included a discussion of several
ground-breaking studies used when dealing with issues of internationalization of general
education curriculum. Key components relating to this study were listed to help add to
the basis for this study. Various barriers to internationalization of general education
curricula cited in the literature are lack of institutional support, administration and faculty
attitudes, and funding to support the program.
The literature review is concluded with three recent dissertation studies related to
internationalization of general education curricula and faculty perception of
internationalization program conducted at some community colleges and universities.
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METHOD OF THE STUDY
Introduction
This chapter explains the research methodology and design to be used in the
study. The chapter includes a description of the research design selected to gather data
of the perceptions of general education faculty members regarding internationalization
of the curriculum as well as a list of the research questions and a discussion of the
research sites, population and sampling procedure, instrumentation, validity of the
instrument, reliability of the instrument, and data collection and analysis procedures.
The purpose of this study was to analyze the perceptions of community college
faculty regarding the internationalization of the general education curriculum and to
determine if differences exist among faculty based on demographic characteristics.
Research Design
The researcher used quantitative research design that used both descriptive statistics
and inferential statistics to analyze the data of this study. The data were collected using a
Likert scale survey that collected ordinal data. Ordinal data require a non-parametric test. The
appropriate tests in this case to determine differences when using ordinal data are the MannWhitney Test and the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA. Surveys were utilized to access faculty
perceptions of internationalization of the general education curricula. To address the research
questions, a questionnaire (i.e., descriptive survey instrument) was used to collect information
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from general education faculty members at two community colleges in Mississippi. According
to Gall, Gall, & Borg (2003), “the purpose of a survey is to use questionnaires or interviews to
collect data from a sample that has been selected to represent a population to which findings of
the data analysis can be generalized” (p. 223). Surveys are used to determine specific
characteristics of a group. They provide a way to find out how respondents distribute
themselves on one or more variables (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).
Research Questions
The principal research questions examined in this study were as follows: The
questions guided the study.
1.

What are the perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding the importance of the internationalization of general
education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception:
Factors affecting the Internationalization of General Education
Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

2.

What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding institutional success with internationalization of the
general education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty
Perception: Factors affecting the internationalization of General
Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?
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3.

What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding administrative support for internationalization of the
general education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty
Perception: Factors affecting the Internationalization of General
Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

4.

Are there differences in faculty perceptions of the internationalization of
the general education curriculum based on demographic factors?
Research Sites

The study was conducted at two community colleges in Mississippi. These sites
were chosen because of their locations for research convenience and familiarity as well as
the fact that one is located in a mostly urban area, while the other is located in a rural area
of Mississippi. Permission was requested from the colleges to conduct the survey, and
the survey was sent to the full-time instructors teaching general education courses.
College A is the largest community college in the state of Mississippi and is a
comprehensive educational institution accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. It serves approximately 32,000 students in
academic, career/technical, workforce, secondary, and adult education programs each
year. With six locations, the college draws students from more than 70 Mississippi
counties and ranks as the fourth largest institution of higher learning in the state.
College B is a comprehensive public institution located in Central Mississippi and
provides innovative educational and cultural opportunities to its constituents through
campus-based and distance education programs. It serves approximately 7,500 students
in academic, career/technical, workforce, secondary, and adult education in 05 locations.
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The college seeks to prepare its students for university transfer, productive employment
and lifelong learning by offering an Associate in Arts degree, Associate in Applied
Science degree, technical certificates and career certificates as well as workforce training.
Participants
The researcher surveyed all full-time general education (transfer credit) faculties
at 2 of the 15 public community colleges in Mississippi. The researcher first contacted
the Director of Institutional Planning and Research at each college and requested that
he or she send an email to all general education faculty members at the college with a
request that they complete the survey as well as a link to the Web site containing the
survey.
Research Instrument
Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors affecting the Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges (Appendix A) was
the only instrument that was used in this study. To address the research questions for this
study, the researcher requested and was granted permission for the use of the survey by
Connor and Clark. The questionnaire was standardized through validity and reliability
tests with a pilot study group to collect uniform data from two institutions. The
questionnaire and accompanying material was administered through an online survey
through Survey Monkey.
The questionnaire was divided into four sections and contained 32 survey
questions: a) demographic, b) institutional success with internationalization efforts, c)
importance of internationalization, and d) the administrative support.
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Section I of the questionnaire collected demographic information from the
respondents. All questions were designed to maintain the participant privacy. Names
were not requested on the survey and online process did not request that information.
The demographic question section contained 10 questions. Six of the demographic
questions were obtained from Navarro’s (2004) original questionnaire, and three were
modified to address community colleges and to provide multiple choice responses rather
than fill-in-the blank responses found in the original questionnaire. Sections 2, 3 and 4 of
the survey questions came from Clark (2013) which was originated and was modified
from O’Connor’s (2009) survey questions.
The demographic questions sought information about the faculty respondents
including gender, years of experience, highest degree awarded, teaching area, college
where employed, administrative responsibilities, region of birth, years of living in the
U.S., and international experiences.
Section II of the questionnaire collected data on the respondent’s perceptions on
the institutional success with internationalization efforts at the participant’s college.
There were seven questions in this section. They included items related to the college's
international focus, mission, strategic plan, budget, support, and overall success.
Section III of the questionnaire collected data on the respondent’s perceptions on
the importance of internationalization at the participant’s college. There were seven
questions in this section. They included items related to the college's mission, planning,
course availability, administrative structure, international partnerships, course content,
and graduation requirements.
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Section IV of the questionnaire collected data on administrative support within
the college. There were eight questions in this section. They included items related to
faculty assistance and professional development questions.
Table 1
Outlines which survey items were used to answer each research question
Item Number
Items 1-10
Items 11-17

Research Question
Research question 4
Research question
Research question 4

Items 18-24

Research question 1:
Research question 4

Items 25-32

Research question 3:
Research question 4

Differences in perspectives
Success of
internationalization efforts
Differences in
perspectives
Importance of
internationalization
Differences in
perspectives
Administrative support
Differences in
perspectives

Validity and Reliability of Research Instrument
O’Connor’s (2009) survey was the modification of a study done by Navarro
(2004). In Navarro (2004) study, faculty perspectives were measured concerning the
“academic and institutional strategies for the internationalization of the undergraduate
agriculture curriculum” (p. 8) at two land-grant universities within the college of
agriculture. The Analysis of factors affecting participation of faculty and choice of
strategies for the internationalization of the undergraduate agricultural curriculum: The
case of two land grant universities survey was developed with two versions specific for
each of the two university systems studied. The survey was modified for the present
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study provided questions in a general scheme so only one version would be necessary for
administering to the community college campuses that were surveyed. An additional 15
questions that related to Mississippi community colleges and internationalization of the
campus were added based on Clark (2013 and O’Connor’s (2009) questionnaire.
Navarro (2004) developed the instrument questions through a review of literature
related to various group attitudes on the topic of internationalization and higher
education. Validity and reliability in the original survey were established by linking
questions directly to the research questions of her study, conducting a pilot study, and by
receiving input from a panel of experts.
The adaptation for O’Connor’s (2009) study was that the survey underwent a
validation process prior to its use in the research. This process consisted of a test
administration of the questionnaire and a review by a three member panel of experts on
global education. The test administration was conducted by obtaining 12 voluntary
responses to the questionnaire from doctoral students at the University of Missouri – St.
Louis who also held positions as full-time community college faculty. The expert panel
consisted of two retired community college presidents and a currently employed
community college administrator, each with extensive international experience related to
community colleges.
Data Collection Procedures
Prior to the beginning of the data collection, approval from Mississippi State
University’s Institution Review Board (IRB) for the protection of human subjects to
conduct the study on faculty members at the colleges was received by the researcher. The
approval letter is located in (Appendix B). The instrument delivery method chosen for
35

this study was electronic survey. The researcher used Survey Monkey to create the URL
that was sent to the academic dean at College A and to the vice president at College B.
The administrator was asked for permission to survey all the full-time general education
faculty members at the colleges during the spring semester 2014. Permission was granted
by both the dean and the vice president who disseminated the survey via email to all fulltime general education faculty that were employed during the spring semester. The
researcher elected to use all full time general education faculty members to ensure that
the faculty were eligible for the study. The researcher anticipated a deadline date of April
30, 2015. Upon the deadline, the information that had been gathered and stored using the
functions offered by Survey Monkey was exported into the most recent available version
of Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences (SPSS) so that the data analysis phase
could begin.
Data Analysis Procedures
Data were offloaded from the Survey Monkey web site and were secured by
username and password. The researcher had sole access to the stored data. The data were
downloaded to a Microsoft Office Excel document and were later copied and imported to
the SPSS data analytic software for analysis.
This quantitative non-experimental research study used descriptive statistics to
analyze each of the study’s research questions. Descriptive non-experimental research
primarily focuses on describing some phenomenon or its characteristics. Percentages and
frequencies were used to report on research questions 1, 2, and 3. Mann-Whitney U test
and Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA were performed to answer research question 4, which is
related to differences in perceptions among faculty members based on demographic
36

characteristics. Mann-Whitney U test and the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA were used to
determine if there were any significant differences among groups based on demographic
factors for three dependent variables: a) perception of the importance
of internationalization of the general education curriculum (Importance); b) perceptions
of institutional success with the internationalization of the general curriculum (Success);
and c) perceived level of administrative (Support).
Chapter Summary
Chapter III presented a discussion of the survey research design used in this study,
and the participants of the study were identified. The questionnaire administered was
defined along with the components of the instrument. The validity and reliability of the
instrument were both discussed. The chapter concluded with information on the study’s
data collection and analysis procedures.
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RESULTS OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this chapter is to report the statistical findings of the study. The
purpose of this study was to analyze the general education faculty members’ perspectives
on the internationalization of the general education curriculum in Mississippi community
colleges using the survey of Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors affecting the
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community
Colleges? The researcher recorded the participants’ responses electronically into the
SSPS for Windows.
The factors that were examined included a) importance of internationalization, b)
institutional success with internationalization efforts and c) importance and existence of
administrative support for internationalization. The second is to determine any
significant differences in faculty members’ perspectives regarding the internationalization
of the general education curriculum based on faculty members’ demographic
characteristics. This chapter begin with a description of the demographic characteristics
of the participants. The findings as they related to the specific research questions are
presented in this chapter.
Participants’ Demographic Characteristics
The population for this study included all full-time instructors of general education
courses at the two public community colleges in the state of Mississippi chosen for this
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study. The faculty members for the research study were identified by administrators from
each college. The participants’ demographic information is provided in Table 2.
Table 2
A Table Describing Participant Demographic Information
Variable

Frequency

Percent

36
57

38.7
61.3

Length of Years (N=93)
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more

24
24
17
11
8
9

25.8
25.8
18.3
11.8
8.6
9.7

Years at Higher Education (N=93)
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more

19
28
14
18
11
3

20.4
30.1
15.1
19.4
11.8
3.2

Highest Degree Earned (N=93)
Bachelors
Masters
Doctorate

19
70
4

20.4
75.3
4.3

Area of Teaching (N=93)
English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral Science
Other

16
19
14
11
8
25

17.2
20.4
15.1
11.8
8.6
26.9

Gender (N=93)

Male
Female
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Table 2 (continued)
College of Employment (N=93)
A
B

37
56

39.8
60.2

Table 2 continued
Administrative Responsibilities (N=93)
Yes
No

14
79

15.1
84.9

Country of Birth (N=93)
Born in United States
Born Outside United States

90
3

96.8
3.2

Years in United States (N=93)
6-10 years
21-25 years
26 or more

3
1
89

3.2
1.1
95.7

40
33

43.0
35.5

6

6.5

9

9.7

5

5.4

International Experience (N=93)
None
1-2 tours abroad/less than 3 weeks
International touring abroad/3
weeks or more
Extended travel abroad lasting
several months
Lived and study abroad for more
than 1 year

Summary
To obtain a better understanding of the background and characteristics of the
general education full-time faculty participating in this study the first step of the data
analysis was a summary of the frequency and percentage of the participants. Of those
who participated, 61.3 % were female (n=57) and 38.7% were male (n=36). Table 2
provides the descriptive statistics about the faculty participants for length of years, years
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at higher institution, highest degree earned, area of teaching, college of employment,
administrative responsibilities, country of birth, years in the United States of America,
personal international experience, the main independent variables of interest in this study
Research Questions
The principal research questions examined in this study are as follows: The
questions guided the study.
1.

What are the perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding the importance of the internationalization of general
education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception:
Factors affecting the Internationalization of General Education
Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

2.

What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding institutional success with internationalization of the
general education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty
Perception: Factors affecting the internationalization of General
Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

3.

What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding administrative support for internationalization of the
general education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty
Perception: Factors affecting the Internationalization of General
Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

4.

Are there differences in faculty perceptions of the internationalization of
the general education curriculum based on demographic factors?
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Data Analysis of Research Question 1
What are the perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in Mississippi
regarding the importance of the internationalization of general education
curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors affecting
the Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi
Community Colleges?
The first research question examined the perceptions of the faculty at two
community colleges in Mississippi regarding the importance of the internationalization of
general education curriculum. The survey Items 18-24 in Section III of the survey entitled
“Importance of Internationalization” served to answer Research Question 1. The survey
items are listed below:
1.

Item 18 asked them to give their opinion about whether “preparing
students with international/global understanding should be part of the
mission of my college.”

2.

Item 19 asked them to give their opinion about whether “My college
should have a plan designed to increase international/global understanding
among students.”

3.

Item 20 asked them to give their opinion about whether “general education
courses with an international/global focus should be available to all
students at my college.”

4.

Item 21 asked them to give their opinion about whether “there should be a
designated administrative office at my college to coordinate and support
international education initiatives.”
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5.

Item 22 asked them to give their opinion about whether “my college
would benefit from having a partner relationship with an institution in
another country.”

6.

Item 23 asked them to give their opinion about whether “topics with an
international/global focus should be required in all appropriate general
education courses at my college.”

7.

Item 24 asked them to give their opinion about whether “all associate
degree students at my college should be required to complete at least one
general education course with an international/global focus.”

The data in Table 3 serve to address this research question.
On the educators’ perception about whether preparing students with
international/global understanding should be part of the mission of their college, about
53.8% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that preparing students with
international/global understanding should be part of the mission of their college. About
23.7% of the participants strongly disagreed and disagreed that preparing students with
international/global understanding should be part of the mission of their college. About
22.6% of the participants were neutral that preparing students with international/global
understanding should be part of the mission of their college.
On the educators’ perception about whether their college should have a plan
designed to increase international/global understanding among students, about 65.6% of
the participants strongly agreed and agreed that their college should have a plan designed
to increase international/global understanding among students. About 7.6% of the
participants strongly disagreed and disagreed that their college should have a plan
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designed to increase international/global understanding among students. About 26.9% of
the participants were neutral that their college should have a plan designed to increase
international/global understanding among students.
On the educators’ perception about whether general education courses with an
international/global focus should be available to all students at my college, about 61.3%
of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that general education courses with an
international/global focus should be available to all students at my college. About 9.7%
of the participants strongly disagreed and disagreed that general education courses with
an international/global focus should be available to all students at my college. About
29.0% of the participants were neutral that general education courses with an
international/global focus should be available to all students at my college.
On the educators’ perception about whether there should be a designated
administrative office at my college to coordinate and support international education
initiatives, about 45.2% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that there should
be a designated administrative office at my college to coordinate and support
international education initiatives. About 24.7% of the participants strongly disagreed and
disagreed that there should be a designated administrative office at my college to
coordinate and support international education initiatives. About 30.1% of the
participants were neutral that there should be a designated administrative office at my
college to coordinate and support international education initiatives.
On the educators’ perception about whether their college would benefit from
having a partner relationship with an institution in another country, about 64.6% of the
participants strongly agreed and agreed that their college would benefit from having a
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partner relationship with an institution in another country. About 5.6% of the participants
strongly disagreed and disagreed that their college would benefit from having a partner
relationship with an institution in another country. About 30.1% of the participants were
neutral that their college would benefit from having a partner relationship with an
institution in another country.
On the educators’ perception about whether topics with an international/global
focus should be required in all appropriate general education courses at my college,
about 52.7% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that topics with an
international/global focus should be required in all appropriate general education courses
at my college. About 14.0% of the participants strongly disagreed and disagreed that
topics with an international/global focus should be required in all appropriate general
education courses at my college. About 33.3% of the participants were neutral that topics
with an international/global focus should be required in all appropriate general education
courses at my college.
On the educators’ perception about whether all associate degree students at my
college should be required to complete at least one general education course with an
international/global focus, about 41.9% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed
that all associate degree students at my college should be required to complete at least
one general education course with an international/global focus. About 24.7% of the
participants strongly disagreed and disagreed that all associate degree students at my
college should be required to complete at least one general education course with an
international/global focus. About 33.3% of the participants were neutral that all associate
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degree students at my college should be required to complete at least one general
education course with an international/global focus.
Table 3
Factors Affecting of Importance of Internationalization of General Education Curriculum
Variable

Frequency

Percentage

17
33
21
13
9

18.3
35.5
22.6
14.0
9.7

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Global GE Courses (N=93)

26
35
25
5
2

28.0
37.6
26.9
5.4
2.2

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Coordinate and Support (N=93)

18
39
27
6
3

19.4
41.9
29.0
6.5
3.2

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Partner Relationship

18
24
28
16
7

19.4
25.8
30.1
17.2
7.5

22
38
28

23.7
40.9
30.1

Internationalization Part of Mission
(N=93)
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Plan to Increase Global (N=93)

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
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Table 3 (continued)
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Teach Internationalization

4
1

4.3
1.1

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
One Global Course

16
33
31
11
2

17.2
35.5
33.3
11.8
2.2

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

12
27
31
16
7

12.9
29.0
33.3
17.2
7.5

Data Analysis of Research Question 2
What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in Mississippi
regarding institutional success with internationalization of the general education
curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors affecting
the internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi
Community Colleges?
The second research question examined the perceptions of faculty at two
community colleges in Mississippi regarding institutional success with
internationalization of the general education curriculum. The survey items 11-17 in
Section II of the survey entitled “Institutional Success with Internationalization Efforts”
served to answer Research Question 2. The survey items are listed below:
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1.

Item 11 asked to rate the success of your institution in maintaining an
international focus for general education students?

2.

Item 12 asked “Does your institution (individual campus or college
system) include global education in its mission statement?”

3.

Item 13 asked “Does your institution include internationalization as a
priority within its strategic plan?”

4.

Item 14 asked “Does your institution provide for internationalization
efforts as a budgetary item (e.g., faculty lead study abroad programs,
internationalization of courses, faculty travel to international meetings,
etc.)?”

5.

Item 15 asked “Does your administration encourage internationalization of
general education courses?”

6.

Item 16 asked “Does your governing board support internationalization
efforts by the college?”

7.

Item 17 asked “How successful has your institution been in providing a
global aspect into the general education curriculum?”

The data in Table 4 serve to address this research question.
On the success rate of the institution of the participants in this study, 23.7% of the
participants indicated that their institutions had good to very good success rate. The
largest group (34.4%) of the participants indicated that their institution had a fair success
rate, and 42.0% of them indicated that their institution had a poor to very poor success
rate.
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On the global education in the mission statement of the schools of the participants
in this study, 24.7% of the participants indicated that their school had global education in
its mission statement. Of the participants, 35.5% indicated that there was no global
education in their school’s mission statement.
On the strategic planning of the participants in this study, 44.1% of the
participants indicated that they had no strategic plan. Of the participants, 10.8% indicated
that their school had a strategic plan.
On the institution providing for internationalization efforts as a budgetary item of
the participants in this study, 41.9% of the participants indicated that their institution did
not provide for internationalization efforts as a budgetary item. Of the participants, 16.1%
indicated that their institution provided for internationalization efforts as a budgetary
item.
On the institution providing internationalization as a priority within its strategic
plan of the participants in this study, 19.4% of the participants indicated that their
institution did include internationalization as a priority within its strategic plan. Of the
participants, 29.0% indicated that their institution did not include internationalization as a
priority within its strategic plan.
On the institution’s governing board support of internationalization efforts by the
college, 15.1% of the participants indicated that their institution’s governing board supported
internationalization efforts by the college. Of the participants, 22.6% indicated that their
governing board did not support internationalization efforts by the college.
On the institutions’ support in providing a global aspect into the general education
curriculum, 32.3% of the participants indicated that their institution had little success in
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providing a global aspect into the general education curriculum. Of the participants, 25.8%
indicated that their institution had no success in providing a global aspect into the general
education curriculum. Of the participants, 19.4% indicated that their institution had well to
excellent success in providing a global aspect into the general education curriculum.
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Table 4
Factors Affecting Institutional Success with Internationalization of General Education
Curriculums
Variable
Success Rate of Institution (N=93)
Very Poor
Poor
Fair
Good
Very Good
Global Education (N=93)
Yes
No
Unknown
Strategic Plan (N=93)
Yes
No
Unknown
Budgetary Items (N=93)
Yes
No
Unknown
Internationalization Courses (N=93)
Yes
No
Unknown
Governing Board Support (N=93)
Yes
No
Unknown
General Education Curriculum
(N=93)
No Success
Little Success
Average Success
Good Success
Excellent Success

Frequency

Percentage

17
22
32
14
8

18.3
23.7
34.4
15.1
8.6

23
33
37

24.7
35.5
39.8

10
41
42

10.8
44.1
45.2

15
39
39

16.1
41.9
41.9

18
27
48

19.4
29.0
51.6

14
21
58

15.1
22.6
62.4

24
30
21
13
5

25.8
32.3
22.6
14.0
5.4
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Data Analysis of Research Question 3
What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in Mississippi
regarding administrative support for internationalization of the general education
curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors affecting
the Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi
Community Colleges?
The third question examine the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges
in Mississippi regarding administrative support for internationalization of the general
education curriculum. The Survey Items 25-32 in Section IV of the survey entitled
“Administrative Support” served to answer Research Question 3. The survey items are
listed below:
1.

Item 25 asked them to give their opinion about whether “my college
should provide assistance for general education faculty to develop courses
with an international/global focus.”

2.

Item 26 asked them to give their opinion about whether “my college does
provide assistance for general education faculty to develop courses with an
international/global focus.”

3.

Item 27 asked them to give their opinion about whether “my college
should provide opportunities to help increase international/global
understanding among general education faculty.”

4.

Item 28 asked them to give their opinion about whether “my college does
provide opportunities to help increase international/global understanding
among general education faculty.”
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5.

Item 29 asked them to give their opinion about whether “staff
development experiences to help develop international/global
understanding should be provided for general education faculty at my
college.”

6.

Item 30 asked them to give their opinion about whether “staff
development experiences to help develop international/global
understanding are provided for general education faculty at my college.”

7.

Item 31 asked them to give their opinion about whether “general education
faculty at my college should receive support to attend
conferences/meetings with an international focus.”

8.

Item 32 asked them to give their opinion about whether “general education
faculty at my college receives support to attend conferences/meetings with
an international focus.”

The data in Table 5 serve to address this research question.
On the educators’ perception about whether their college should provide
assistance for general education faculty to develop courses with an international/global
focus, 61.3% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that their college should
provide assistance for general education faculty to develop courses with an
international/global focus. Of the participants, 9.7% strongly disagreed and disagreed that
their college should provide assistance for general education faculty to develop courses
with an international/global focus. 29.0% Of the participants were neutral that their
college should provide assistance for general education faculty to develop courses with
an international/global focus.
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On the educators’ perception about whether their college does provide assistance
for general education faculty to develop courses with an international/global focus,
36.2% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that their college does provide
assistance to increase global understanding. Of the participants, 21.0% strongly disagreed
and disagreed that their college does provide assistance provide assistance to increase
global understanding. 32.3% Of the participants were neutral that their college does
provide assistance provide assistance to increase global understanding.
On the educators’ perception about whether their college should provide
opportunities to help increase international/global understanding among general
education faculty, 49.4% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that their college
should provide opportunities to help increase international/global understanding among
general education faculty. Of the participants, 20.4% strongly disagreed and disagreed
that their college should provide opportunities to help increase international/global
understanding among general education faculty. Of the participants, 30.1% were neutral
that their college should provide opportunities to help increase international/global
understanding among general education faculty.
On the educators’ perception about whether their college does provide staff
development to develop global understanding among general education faculty, 46.2% of
the participants strongly agreed and agreed that their college does provide staff
development to develop global understanding among general education faculty. Of the
participants, 20.5% strongly disagreed and disagreed that their college does provide staff
development to develop global understanding among general education faculty. 34.4% of
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the participants were neutral that their college does provide staff development to develop
global understanding among general education faculty.
On the educators’ perception about whether staff development experiences to help
develop international/global understanding should be provided for general education
faculty at my college, 13.0% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that staff
development experiences to help develop international/global understanding should be
provided for general education faculty at my college. Of the participants, 53.0% strongly
disagreed and disagreed that staff development experiences to help develop
international/global understanding should be provided for general education faculty at my
college. 44.1% of the participants were neutral that staff development experiences to help
develop international/global understanding should be provided for general education
faculty at my college.
On the educators’ perception about whether general education faculty at their
college should receive support to attend conferences/meetings with an international
focus, 41.9% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed that general education faculty
at their college should receive support to attend conferences/meetings with an
international focus. Of the participants, 23.7% strongly disagreed and disagreed that
general education faculty at their college should receive support to attend
conferences/meetings with an international focus. 34.4% of the participants were neutral
that general education faculty at their college should receive support to attend
conferences/meetings with an international focus.
On the educators’ perception about whether general education faculty at their
college receives support to attend conferences/meetings with an international focus,
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21.6% of the participants agreed that general education faculty at their college receives
support to attend conferences/meetings with an international focus. Of the participants,
27.9% strongly disagreed and disagreed that general education faculty at their college
receives support to attend conferences/meetings with an international focus. About 38.7%
of the participants were neutral that general education faculty at their college receives
support to attend conferences/meetings with an international focus.
Table 5
Factors Affecting Administrative Support for Internationalization of the General
Education Curriculum
Variable

Frequency

Percentage

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
To Increase Global Understanding (N=93)

18
39
27
6
3

19.4
41.9
29.0
6.5
3.2

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
College Does Provide Opportunity (N=93)

12
31
30
9
11

12.9
33.3
32.3
9.7
11.8

15
31
28
16
3

16.1
33.3
30.1
17.2
3.2

Develop Course with Global N=93)

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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Table 5 (continued)
Staff Development to Develop Global N = 93)
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Staff Experience (N=93)
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Attend Conferences (N=93)

9
33
32
14
5

9.7
35.5
34.4
15.1
5.4

2
10
41
28
12

2.2
10.8
44.1
30.1
12.9

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
International Focus Meetings (N=82)

15
24
32
18
4

16.1
25.8
34.4
19.4
4.3

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

6
14
36
15
11

6.5
15.1
38.7
16.1
11.8

Data Analysis of Research Question 4
Research question four asked if there were differences in faculty perceptions of
the internationalization of the general education curriculum based on
demographic factors.
The research question four examined if there were differences in faculty
perceptions of the internationalization of the general education curriculum based on
demographic factors. The demographic variables measured were the following: gender,
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length of years in education, years in higher education, highest degree, area of teaching,
college of employment, administrative responsibility, country of birth, years in the United
States, and international experience. The Mann-Whitney U test and the Kruskal-Wallis
ANOVA were conducted to examine for differences in the faculty perceptions of (a) the
importance of the internationalization of general education curriculum, (b) institutional
success with internationalization of the general education curriculum, and (c)
administrative support for internationalization of the general education curriculum.
The sections that follow present the results of the analyses that were computed to
address this research question. Survey Items 11-17 in Section II of the survey entitled
“Institutional Success with Internationalization Efforts” served to answer Research
Question 4.
Analysis of “Institutional Success with Internationalization Efforts” Questions –
Section II: Questions 11-17 of the Survey
This section examined the perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding the importance of the internationalization of general education
curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors affecting the
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community
Colleges? The data in Tables 6-13 serve to address this question. As seen in Table 6, the
Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine differences based on gender.
Significant differences were found in the educators’ perceptions of Global Education,
Strategic Plan, Budgetary Items, and Governing Board Support ( p =< 5%). In each case,
the female educators had the highest mean rank score. They agreed more with the
statements.
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Table 6
Mann-Whitney U Test – Perceptions of Importance of Internationalization of General
Education Curriculum by Gender

Global Education
(Survey Question12)

Gender
Male

Female
Total
Strategic Plan (Survey Male
Question 13)
Female
Total
Budgetary Items
Male
(Survey Question 14)
Female
Total
Governing Board
Male
Support (Survey
Question 16)
Female
Total

Mean
Rank

N

Sum of
Ranks

36

34.36

1237.00

57
93

54.98

3134.00

36

37.13

1336.50

57
93

53.24

3034.50

36

35.50

1278.00

57
93

54.26

3093.00

36

35.01

1260.50

57
93

54.57

3110.50

Sig.
.000*

.002*

.000*

.000*

As seen in Table 7, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on length of years in education. Significant difference was found in the
educators’ perceptions of Success Rate of Institution, Global Education, Strategic Plan,
Budgetary Items, Governing Board Support, and General Education Curriculum ( p =<
5%).
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Table 7
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Importance of Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by Length of Years in Education

Success Rate of
Institution1(Survey
Question 11)

Length of
Years
1-5 years

Mean
Rank

N
24

29.85

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

24
17
11
8
9
93

50.17
63.85
34.77
52.94
62.11

24

34.75

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
Strategic Plan (Survey 1-5 years
Question 13)
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
Budgetary Items
1-5 years
(Survey Question 14)
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
Governing Board
1-5 years
Support (Survey
Question 16)
6-10 years

24
17
11
8
9
93

54.00
59.76
51.45
34.75
42.33

24

30.60

24
17
11
8
9
93

54.81
59.74
57.41
35.00
43.78

24

29.38

24
17
11
8
9
93

55.50
57.76
51.36
51.13
42.00

24

59.56

24

30.69

Global Education
(Survey Question 12)
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Sig.
.000*

.014*

.001*

.002*

.001*

Table 7 (continued)

General Education
Curriculum (Survey
Question 17)

11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

17
11
8
9
93

54.18
50.55
40.38
45.00

24

28.83

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total

24
17
11
8
9
93

57.56
65.97
36.55
47.50
43.78

.000*

As seen in Table 8, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on years in higher education. Significant difference was found in the
educators’ perceptions of Success Rate of Institution, Global Education, Strategic Plan,
Budgetary Items, Internationalization Courses, Governing Board Support, and General
Education Curriculum ( p =< 5%).
Table 8
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Importance of Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by Years in Higher Education

Success Rate of
Institution (Survey
Question 11)

Years at
Higher
Education
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more

N
19
28
14
18
11
3
61

Mean Rank

Sig.

32.05
49.64
50.18
59.08
39.32
57.83

.034

Table 8 (continued)

Global Education
(Survey Question 12)

Total

93

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

19
28
14
18
11
3
93

31.16
45.50
56.00
58.67
45.73
54.00

.020*

19
28
14
18
11
3
93

30.50
46.86
48.79
63.28
47.55
44.83

.005*

Strategic Plan (Survey
Question 13)
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
Budgetary Items
(Survey Question 14) 1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
Internationalization
Courses (Survey
Question 15)

Governing Board
Support (Survey
Question 16)

19
28

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

19
28
14
18

1-5 years

19

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

28

3

62

14
18
11
3
93

11
93

32.00
46.46
47.86
63.83
41.82
61.00

.005*

58.05
56.11
31.46
39.08
41.55
32.00

.005*

56.42
14
18
11
3
93

33.32
45.07
57.92
45.36
64.50

.002*

Table 8 (continued)
General Education
Curriculum (Survey
Question 17)

1-5 years

19

23.71

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

28
14
18
11
3
93

50.96
51.46
62.50
48.27
39.00

.000*

As seen in Table 9, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on area of teaching. Significant difference was found in the educators’
perceptions of Success Rate of Institution, Global Education, Strategic Plan, Budgetary
Items, and Governing Board Support ( p =< 5%).
Table 9
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Importance of Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by Area of Teaching

Success Rate of
Institution (Survey
Question 11)

Global Education
(Survey Question 12)

Area of Teaching
English/Communication

Mean
Rank

N
16

25.47

Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
English/Communication

19
14
11

45.68
39.71
48.45

8

46.31

25
93

65.44

16

28.19

Humanities
Mathematics
Science

19
14
11

39.63
37.00
51.45
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Sig.
.000*

.000*

Table 9 (continued)
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
Strategic Plan (Survey English/Communication
Question 13)
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
Budgetary Items
(Survey Question 14)

Governing Board
Support (Survey
Question 16)

8

46.13

25
93

68.56

16

31.41

19
14
11

29.66
44.46
57.41

8

50.56

25
93

65.86

16

35.56

Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
English/Communication

19
14
11

40.37
34.79
53.82

8

36.13

25
93

66.68

16

41.75

Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total

19
14
11

52.26
28.46
32.59

8

49.69

25
93

62.22

English/Communication

.000*

.000*

.000*

As seen in Table 10, the Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine
differences based on administrative responsibility. Significant difference was found in the
educators’ perceptions of Global Education, Strategic Plan, and Governing Board
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Support ( p =< 5%). In each case, the educators without administrative experience had
the highest mean rank score. They agreed more with the statements.
Table 10
Mann-Whitney U Test – Perceptions of Importance of Internationalization of General
Education Curriculum by Administrative Responsibility

Global Education
(Survey Question 12)

Strategic Plan (Survey
Question 13)

Governing Board
Support (Survey
Question 16)

Administrative
Responsibilities
Yes

Mean
Rank

N

Sum of
Ranks

14

29.00

406.00

79
93

50.19

3965.00

14

26.68

373.50

No
Total

79
93

50.60

3997.50

Yes

14

35.36

495.00

No
Total

79
93

49.06

3876.00

No
Total
Yes

Sig.
.004*

.001*

.042*

As seen in Table 11, the Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine
differences based on country of birth. Significant difference was found in the educators’
perceptions of success rate of institution ( p =< 5%). The educators born outside of the
United States had the highest mean rank score. They agreed more with the statements.
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Table 11
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Importance of Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by Country of Birth
Country of Birth
Success Rate Born in United
of Institution States
(Survey
Question 11)
Born Outside
United States
Total

Mean
Rank

N

Sum of
Ranks

90

45.83

4124.50

3

82.17

246.50

Sig.
.018*
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As seen in Table 12, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on years in higher education. Significant difference was found in the
educators’ perceptions of Success Rate of Institution (p =< 5%). Educators with 6-10
years of experience had the highest mean rank scores. They agree more with the
statement.
Table 12
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Importance of Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by Years in Higher Education
Years in United
States
Success Rate 6-10 years
of Institution
(Survey
Question 11)
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

Mean
Rank

N
3

82.17

1
89
93

28.50
46.02
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Sig.
.048*

As seen in Table 13, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on international experience. Significant difference was found in the
educators’ perceptions of Success Rate of Institution, Global Education, Strategic Plan,
Budgetary Items, Internationalization Courses, and General Education Curriculum ( p =<
5%).
Table 13
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Importance of Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by International Experience

Success Rate of
Institution (Survey
Question 11)

Global Education
(Survey Question
12)

International
Experience
None

Mean
Rank

N

1-2 tours
abroad/less than 3
weeks
International
touring abroad/3
weeks or more
Extended travel
abroad lasting
several months
Lived and study
abroad for more
than 1year
Total
None

40

39.24

33

62.89

6

18.75

9

39.94

5

50.80

93

1-2 tours
abroad/less than 3
weeks
International
touring abroad/3
weeks or more
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40

41.58

33

58.24

6

37.67

Sig.
.000*

.019*

Table 13 (continued)

Strategic Plan
(Survey Question
13)

Budgetary Items
(Survey Question
14)

Internationalization
Courses (Survey
Question 15)

Extended travel
abroad lasting
several months
Lived and study
abroad for more
than 1year
Total
None

9

46.22

5

28.80

93

1-2 tours
abroad/less than 3
weeks
International
touring abroad/3
weeks or more
Extended travel
abroad lasting
several months
Lived and study
abroad for more
than 1year
Total
None

40

39.63

33

60.41

6

40.58

9

42.00

5

34.20

93

1-2 tours
abroad/less than 3
weeks
International
touring abroad/3
weeks or more
Extended travel
abroad lasting
several months
Lived and study
abroad for more
than 1year
Total
None

40

37.10

33

56.55

6

56.50

9

62.33

5

24.20

93
40
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55.63

.003*

.001*

.002*

Table 13 (continued)

General Education
Curriculum (Survey
Question 17)

1-2 tours
abroad/less than 3
weeks
International
touring abroad/3
weeks or more
Extended travel
abroad lasting
several months
Lived and study
abroad for more
than 1year
Total
None

33

47.45

6

20.75

9

33.67

5

30.50

93

1-2 tours
abroad/less than 3
weeks
International
touring abroad/3
weeks or more
Extended travel
abroad lasting
several months
Lived and study
abroad for more
than 1 year
Total

40

40.54

33

58.92

6

46.08

9

32.22

5

47.70

.016*
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Survey Items 18-24 in Section III of the survey entitled “Institutional Success of
Internationalization” served to answer Research Question 4. This section examined the
perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in Mississippi regarding the
importance of the internationalization of general education curriculum based on the
survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors affecting the Internationalization of
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General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges? The data in Tables
14-22 serve to address this question.
As seen in Table 14, the Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine differences
based on gender. Significant differences were found in the educators’ perceptions of Plan to
Increase Global, Coordinate and Support, and Partner Relationship ( p =< 5%).
Table 14
Mann-Whitney U Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by Gender

Plan To Increase
Global (Survey
Question 19)
Coordinate and
Support (Survey
Question 21)
Partner Relationship
(Survey Question 22)

Gender
Male

Mean
Rank

N

Sum of
Ranks

36

53.67

1932.00

Female
Total
Male

57
93

42.79

2439.00

36

38.83

1398.00

Female
Total
Male

57
93

52.16

2973.00

36

34.46

1240.50

Female
Total

57
93

54.92

3130.50

Sig.
.047*

.017*

.000*

As seen in Table 15, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on length of years in education. Significant differences were found in
the educators’ perceptions of General Education Curriculum, Internationalization part of
Mission, Global GE Courses, Partner Relationship, Teach Internationalization, and One
Global Course ( p =< 5%).
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Table 15
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Length of Years in Education

General Education
Curriculum

Global GE Courses
(Survey Question 20)

Partner Relationship
(Survey Question 22)

Teach
Internationalization
(Survey Question 23)

Length of
Years

Mean
Rank

N

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total

24
24
17
11
8
9

28.83
57.56
65.97
36.55
47.50
43.78

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total

24
17
11
8
9
93

44.21
58.24
57.55
49.38
67.89

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

24
24
17
11
8
9
93

40.13
54.88
62.79
28.45
32.00
50.50

24

37.54

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

24
17
11
8
9
93

49.54
61.26
39.59
30.63
62.11

24

31.00

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years

24
17
11

48.60
60.97
36.95

Sig.
.000*
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.002*

.006*

.001*

Table 15 (continued)

One Global Course
(Survey Question 24)

21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

8
9
93

55.19
64.00

24

26.38

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total

24
17
11
8
9
93

48.96
68.03
54.36
37.38
56.61

.000*

As seen in Table 16, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on years in higher education. Significant difference was found in the
educators’ perceptions of Internationalization part of Mission, Plan to Increase Global,
Coordinate and Support, Partner Relationship, Teach Internationalization, and One
Global Course ( p =< 5%).
Table 16
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Years in Higher Education

Internationalization
part of Mission
(Survey Question 18)

Years at
Higher
Education
1-5 years

Mean
Rank

N

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
72

19

24.74

28
14
18
11
3
93

39.14
58.71
63.28
58.45
67.00

Sig.
.000

Table 16 (continued)
Plan To Increase
Global (Survey
Question 19)

Global GE Courses
(Survey Question 20)

Coordinate and
Support (Survey
Question 21)

Partner Relationship
(Survey Question 22)

Teach
Internationalization
(Survey Question 23)

1-5 years

19

39.16

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

28
14
18
11
3
93

56.77
41.68
40.61
59.27
23.67

19

40.84

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

28
14
18
11
3
93

48.82
61.04
56.17
30.36
9.50

19

29.74

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

28
14
18
11
3
93

48.23
41.11
63.69
50.59
59.00

19

32.18

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

28
14
18
11
3
93

50.23
51.50
64.72
30.86
42.50

19

36.61

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

28
14
18
11
3
93

49.73
36.89
66.08
37.95
53.17
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.028

.002

.004

.001*

.005*

Table 16 (continued)
One Global Course
(Survey Question 24)

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

19

29.24

28
14
18
11
3
93

47.21
35.21
71.33
52.77
45.33

.001*

As seen in Table 17, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on area of teaching. Significant differences were found in the
educators’ perceptions of Internationalization part of Mission, Plan to Increase Global,
Coordinate and Support, Partner Relationship, Teach Internationalization, and One
Global Course ( p =< 5%).
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Table 17
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Area of Teaching

Internationalization
part of Mission
(Survey Question 18)

Plan To Increase
Global (Survey
Question 19)

Coordinate and
Support (Survey
Question 21)

Partner Relationship
(Survey Question 22)

Area of Teaching

Mean
Rank

N

English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total

16
19
14
11

27.44
44.95
47.07
38.45

8

37.63

25
93

67.80

English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total

16
19
14
11

28.66
57.32
52.93
54.82

8

51.50

25
93

42.70

English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify

16
19
14
11

23.72
39.24
48.25
39.41

8

37.63

25

73.44

Total
English/Communication

93
16

29.75

Humanities
Mathematics
Science

19
14
11

36.92
49.11
36.59
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Sig.
.000*

.016*

.000*

.000*

Table 17 (continued)

Teach
Internationalization
(Survey Question 23)

One Global Course
(Survey Question 24)

Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
English/Communication

8

54.25

25
93

66.78

16

42.38

Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
English/Communication

19
14
11

42.68
31.82
48.91

8

41.94

25
93

62.52

16

34.22

Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total

19
14
11

27.71
43.14
51.14

8

59.38

25
93

66.22

.009*

.000*

As seen in Table 18, the Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine
differences based on college of employment. Significant difference was found in the
educators’ perceptions of Coordinate and Support ( p =< 5%).
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Table 18
Mann-Whitney U Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by College of Employment

Coordinate and
Support (Survey
Question 21)

College of
Employment
A

Mean
Rank

N

Sum of
Ranks

37

54.07

2000.50

B

56

42.33

2370.50

Total

93

Sig.
.035*

As seen in Table 19, the Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine
differences based on administrative responsibility. Significant differences were found in
the educators’ perceptions of Coordinate and Support, and Partner Relationship, and One
Global Course ( p =< 5%).
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Table 19
Mann-Whitney U Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by Administrative Responsibility

Coordinate and
Support (Survey
Question 21)

Administrative
Responsibilities
Yes

N

No
Total
Partner Relationship Yes
(Survey Question 22)
No
Total
One Global Course Yes
(Survey Question 24)
No
Total

Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
14

28.64

401.00

79
93

50.25

3970.00

14

32.57

456.00

79
93

49.56

3915.00

14

30.82

431.50

79
93

49.87

3939.50

Sig.
.004*

.022*

.012*

As seen in Table 20, the Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine
differences based on country of birth. Significant difference was found in the educators’
perceptions of Internationalization part of Mission, Plan to Increase Global, Global GE
Courses, Coordinate and Support, Partner Relationship, and Teach Internationalization
( p =< 5%).
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Table 20
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Country of Birth

Internationalization
part of Mission
(Survey Question 18)

Plan To Increase
Global (Survey
Question 19)

Country of Birth
Born in United
States

Mean
Rank

N

Born Outside
United States
Total
Born in United
States

Sum of
Ranks

90

45.60

4104.00

3

89.00

267.00

93

Born Outside
United States
Total
Global GE Courses Born in United
(Survey Question 20) States
Born Outside
United States
Total
Coordinate and
Born in United
Support (Survey
States
Question 21)
Born Outside
United States
Total
Partner Relationship Born in United
(Survey Question 22) States
Born Outside
United States
Total
Teach
Born in United
Internationalization States
(Survey Question 23)
Born Outside
United States
Total

90

48.12

4330.50

3

13.50

40.50

90

45.65

4108.50

3

87.50

262.50

93

93
90

45.69

4112.50

3

86.17

258.50

90

45.73

4115.50

3

85.17

255.50

90

45.93

4134.00

3

79.00

237.00

93

93

93
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Sig.
.001*

.023*

.002*

.004*

.006*

As seen in Table 21, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on length of years in the United States. Significant differences were
found in the educators’ perceptions of Internationalization part of Mission, Plan to
Increase Global, Global GE Courses, and Coordinate and Support ( p =< 5%).
Table 21
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Years in the United States

Internationalization
part of Mission
(Survey Question 18)

Plan To Increase
Global (Survey
Question 19)

Coordinate and
Support (Survey
Question 21)

Years in United
States
6-10 years

Mean
Rank

N
3

89.00

21-25 years
26 or more
Total
6-10 years

1
89
93

34.00
45.73

3

13.50

21-25 years
26 or more
Total
6-10 years

1
89
93

74.00
47.83

3

90.00

21-25 years
26 or more
Total

1
89
93

30.50
45.74

Sig.
.016*

.043*

.013*

As seen in Table 22, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on international experience. Significant differences were found in the
educators’ perceptions of Internationalization part of Mission, Plan to Increase Global,
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Global GE Courses, Coordinate and Support, Partner Relationship, Teach
Internationalization, and One Global Course( p =< 5%).
Table 22
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Institutional Success with
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by International Experience

Internationalization
part of Mission
(Survey Question 18)

Plan To Increase
Global (Survey
Question 19)

Global GE Courses
(Survey Question 24)

International
Experience
None

Mean
Rank

N

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None
1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None
81

40

30.45

33

60.52

6

61.67

9

61.44

5

46.60

93

.000*

.037*

40

55.29

33

42.09

6

28.75

9

48.78

5

31.80

93
40

Sig.

42.16

Table 22 (continued)

Coordinate and
Support (Survey
Question 21)

Partner Relationship
(Survey Question 22)

Teach
Internationalization
(Survey Question 23)

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None
1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None
1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None
82

33

57.95

6

40.25

9

25.00

5

61.10

93
40

39.29

33

57.24

6

32.50

9

55.39

5

43.40

93
40

39.59

33

59.02

6

32.50

9

39.17

5

58.50

93
40

.003*

.023*

.006*

.000*
34.49

Table 22 (continued)

One Global Course
(Survey Question 24)

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None
1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total

33

62.02

6

34.92

9

52.72

5

52.20

93
40

33.86

33

58.32

6

63.83

9

52.94

5

46.50

.001*
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Administrative support – section IV: survey questions 25-32
This section examined the perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding the importance of the internationalization of general education
curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors affecting the
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community
Colleges? The data in Tables 23-29 serve to address this question.
As seen in Table 23, the Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine
differences based on gender. Significant differences were found in the educators’
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perceptions of Provide Assistance to Faculty, Develop Course with Global, and Staff
Development to develop Global ( p =< 5%).
Table 23
Mann-Whitney U Test – Perceptions of Administrative Support for Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by Gender

Provide
Assistance to
Faculty (Survey
Question 25)
Develop Course
with Global
(Survey
Question 26)
Staff
Development to
develop Global
(Survey
Question 29)

Gender
Male

Female
Total
Male

Female
Total

Mean
Rank

N

Sum of
Ranks

36

38.06

1370.00

57
93

52.65

3001.00

36

37.14

1337.00

57
93

53.23

3034.00

Sig.
.008*

.004*

Male

36

36.21

1303.50

Female

57

53.82

3067.50

.001*

As seen in Table 24, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on length of years in education. Significant differences were found in
the educators’ perceptions of Provide Assistance to Faculty, Develop Course with Global,
To Increase Global Understanding, College Does Provide Opportunity, Staff
Development to Develop Global, Staff Experience, Attend Conferences, and International
Focus Meetings ( p =< 5%).
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Table 24
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Administrative Support for
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Length of Years in Education

Provide Assistance
to Faculty (Survey
Question 25)

Develop Course
with Global
(Survey Question
26)

To increase Global
Understanding
(Survey Question
27)

College Does
Provide
Opportunity
(Survey Question
28)

Length of
Years
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more

N

Mean Rank
24

27.44

24
17
11
8
9
93

46.06
65.24
53.41
54.19
53.00

24

36.38

24
17
11
8
9
93

49.13
65.00
51.41
30.88
44.61

24

25.50

24
17
11
8
9
93

50.67
58.82
59.09
54.06
51.17

24

26.48

24
17
11
8
9

46.60
61.00
58.95
46.06
62.56
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Sig.
.000*

.007*

.000*

.007*

Table 24 (continued)
Staff Development
To develop Global
(Survey Question
29)

Staff Experience
(Survey Question
30)

Attend
Conferences
(Survey Question
31)

International Focus
Meetings (Survey
Question 32)

Total
1-5 years

93

.000*

24

34.77

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

24
17
11
8
9
93

46.08
50.53
65.64
48.00
51.72

24

30.31

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

24
17
11
8
9
93

45.10
68.15
58.09
38.13
50.94

24

50.58

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total

24
17
11
8
9
93

32.54
42.12
53.14
65.50
61.28

1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25
26 or more
Total

24
24
16
6
6
6
82

38.54
30.94
53.09
47.08
57.67
42.92
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.000*

.007*

.021*

As seen in Table 25, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on years in higher education. Significant differences were found in the
educators’ perceptions of Provide Assistance to Faculty, Develop Course with Global, To
Increase Global Understanding, College Does Provide Opportunity, Staff Development to
Develop Global, Staff Experience, Attend Conferences, and International Focus Meetings
( p =< 5%).
Table 25
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Administrative Support for
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Years in Higher Education

Provide
Assistance to
Faculty (Survey
Question 25)

Develop Course
with Global
(Survey Question
26)

Years at
Higher
Education
1-5 years

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
1-5 years

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

Mean
Rank

N
19

33.24

28
14
18
11
3
93

43.95
46.61
57.92
60.18
50.67

19

35.58

28
14
18
11
3
93

40.75
56.54
61.17
48.86
41.33
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Sig.
.038

.026

Table 25 (continued)
To increase
1-5 years
Global
Understanding
(Survey Question
27)
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
College Does
1-5 years
Provide
Opportunity
(Survey Question
28)
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
Staff
1-5 years
Development To
develop Global
(Survey Question
29)
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
Staff Experience 1-5 years
(Survey Question
30)
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

.000
19

25.45

28
14
18
11
3
93

40.52
55.82
66.06
52.59
68.00

19

28.29

28
14
18
11
3
93

42.73
63.82
56.31
54.82
42.33

19

27.82

28
14
18
11
3
93

40.48
51.96
61.28
55.91
87.83

19

27.47

28
14
18
11
3
93

35.00
69.32
67.31
52.64
36.00
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.001

.000

.000

Table 25 (continued)
Attend
1-5 years
Conferences
(Survey Question
31)
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
International
1-5 years
Focus Meetings
(Survey Question
32)
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

.001
19

58.97

28
14
18
11
3
93

40.20
42.07
41.61
54.41
62.83

18

39.25

27
13
15
8
1
82

29.87
48.50
55.73
44.94
64.00

.008

As seen in Table 26, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on area of teaching. Significant differences were found in the
educators’ perceptions of Provide Assistance to Faculty, Develop Course with Global, To
Increase Global Understanding, Staff Development to Develop Global, Staff Experience,
and Attend Conferences, ( p =< 5%).
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Table 26
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Administrative Support for
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Area of Teaching

Provide
Assistance to
Faculty (Survey
Question 25)

Area of Teaching

Mean
Rank

N

English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total

Develop Course
with Global
(Survey Question
26)
English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
To increase
Global
Understanding
(Survey Question
27)
English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total

90

16
19
14
11

37.41
35.89
30.75
32.59

8

78.19

25
93

67.04

16
19
14
11

31.31
40.32
36.04
41.68

8

46.00

25
93

70.92

16
19
14
11

38.09
32.11
40.68
47.32

8

46.81

25
93

67.48

Sig.
.000*

.000*

.000*

Table 26 (continued)
Staff
Development To
develop Global
(Survey Question
29)
English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
Staff Experience
(Survey Question
30)
English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total
Attend
Conferences
(Survey Question
31)
English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral
Science
Other: Please Specify
Total

.000*

16
19
14
11

24.09
39.89
37.36
53.82

8

47.75

25
93

69.22
.001*

16
19
14
11

30.97
41.79
38.18
45.55

8

59.56

25
93

62.78
.009*

16
19
14
11

58.41
49.74
45.25
26.27

8

29.63

25
93

53.28

As seen in Table 27, the Mann-Whitney U Test was computed to examine
differences based on college of employment. Significant differences were found in the
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educators’ perceptions of Develop Course with Global, To increase Global
Understanding, and Attend Conferences ( p =< 5%).
Table 27
Mann-Whitney U Test – Perceptions of Administrative Support for Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum by College of Employment
College of
Employment
Develop Course A
with Global
(Survey Question
26)
B

N

Mean Rank

Sum of
Ranks

37

54.04

1999.50

56

42.35

2371.50

Total
To increase
A
Global
Understanding
(Survey Question
27)
B

93

Total
Attend
A
Conferences
(Survey Question
31)
B

93

Total

93

Sig

.044*

37

53.68

1986.00

56

42.59

2385.00
.030*

37

54.22

2006.00

56

42.23

2365.00

The Mann-Whitney U Test was conducted to examine the perceptions of
administrative support for internationalization of general education curriculum by
administrative responsibility. No significant difference was found
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.033*

As seen in Table 28, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on years in the United States. Significant differences were found in the
educators’ perceptions of Develop Course with Global and Staff Development to
Develop Global (p < .05).
Table 28
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Administrative Support for
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by Years in the United States
Years in United
States
Develop Course 6-10 years
with Global
(Survey
Question 26)
21-25 years
26 or more
Total
Staff
6-10 years
Development to
develop Global
(Survey
Question 29)
21-25 years
26 or more
Total

Mean
Rank

N
3

84.67

1
89
93

44.50
45.76

3

84.67

1
89
93

26.00
45.97

Sig.
.038*

.027*

As seen in Table 29, the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test was computed to examine
differences based on length of years in education. Significant differences were found in
the educators’ perceptions of Provide Assistance to Faculty, Develop Course with Global,
To Increase Global Understanding, College Does Provide Opportunity, Staff
Development to Develop Global, and Staff Experience ( p =< 5%).
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Table 29
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Test – Perceptions of Administrative Support for
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum by International Experience

Provide
Assistance to
Faculty (Survey
Question 25)

Develop Course
with Global
(Survey
Question 26)

To increase
Global
Understanding
(Survey
Question 27)

International
Experience
None

Mean
Rank

N

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None

40

34.65

33

66.08

6

38.08

9

53.72

5

18.50

93

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1 year
Total
None

38.15

33

61.23

6

47.33

9

38.78

5

38.30

93

94

.000*

.003*

40

40

Sig.

.000*
31.03

Table 29 (continued)

College Does
Provide
Opportunity
(Survey
Question 28)

Staff
Development To
develop Global
(Survey
Question 29)

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None

33

59.76

6

67.83

9

55.78

5

49.80

93

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None

.002*

40

34.91

33

59.21

6

52.33

9

53.89

5

44.30

93

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
95

.000*

40

34.85

33

60.77

6

53.08

9

58.94

Table 29 (continued)

Staff Experience
(Survey
Question 30)

Lived and study
abroad for more than
1year
Total
None

5

24.50

93

1-2 tours abroad/less
than 3 weeks
International touring
abroad/3 weeks or
more
Extended travel
abroad lasting several
months
Lived and study
abroad for more than
1 year
Total

40

34.15

33

62.17

6

71.75

9

39.78

5

33.00

.000*
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Summary
This chapter incorporated the overview results of the research study, which
included the description of the research questions and college setting. Descriptive
statistics including tables of percentages were used to analyze the results of the survey.
The Mann-Whitney U test and the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA were conducted to examine
for differences in the faculty perceptions of (a) the importance of the internationalization
of general education curriculum, (b) institutional success with internationalization of the
general education curriculum, and (c) administrative support for internationalization of
the general education curriculum. Chapter Five that follows is a presentation of the
summary, conclusions, and recommendations.
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter presents the summary, conclusions, and recommendations of the
research study. The first section of this chapter provides a summary of the study,
including the research questions that guided the study. The second section focuses on
the findings of the study organized by research questions. In addition, the second section
presents conclusions of the study followed by a discussion of the results with regard to
theory and literature. The third section of the chapter covers the implications for practice,
general recommendations of the study, and recommendations for further research.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the attitudes of general education
faculty members at community colleges in the state of Mississippi regarding their
perceptions of the importance of internationalizing the general education curriculum and
to what extent those perceptions are related to their attitudes toward globalization
The study was divided into two segments. The first was to analyze general
education faculty members’ perspectives on the internationalization of the general
education curriculum in Mississippi community colleges in the following areas: a)
importance of internationalization, b) institutional success with internationalization
efforts and c) importance and existence of administrative support for internationalization.
The second was to determine any significant differences in faculty members’
perspectives regarding the internationalization of the general education curriculum based
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on faculty members’ demographic characteristics. This research project focused on
Mississippi community colleges, highlighting a new dimension regarding the perceived
importance of internationalizing the general education curriculum in the Mississippi
community college system.
Faculty were chosen from two Mississippi community colleges. Faculty were
asked to complete the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors Affecting the
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community
Colleges. This research addressed the following questions.
1.

What are the perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding the importance of the internationalization of general
education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty Perception:
Factors affecting the internationalization of General Education
Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

2.

What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding institutional success with internationalization of the
general education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty
Perception: Factors affecting the internationalization of General
Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?

3.

What are the perceptions of faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding administrative support for internationalization of the
general education curriculum based on the survey Analysis of Faculty
Perception: Factors affecting the internationalization of General
Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges?
98

4.

Are there differences in faculty perceptions of the internationalization of
the general education curriculum based on demographic factors?

The study was conducted at 2 community colleges in Mississippi. The researcher
surveyed all full-time general education (transfer credit) faculties at 2 of the 15 public
community colleges in Mississippi. The researcher used quantitative research design that
used both descriptive statistics and inferential statistics to analyze the data of this study
(Mann-Whitney U test and Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA).
Summary
The educators examined in this study indicated that there were areas where they
had similar patterns of perceptions. In these areas, the educators agreed or strongly
agreed with the principles posed. A large number of the educators recognized the need
for a partner institution in another country. Many of them also made the recommendation
that there should be a designated administrative office to coordinate and support
international education initiatives. A large number of educators also saw the need for
their college to have a plan designed to increase international/global understanding
among students and to have general education courses with an international/global focus
available to all students.
There were also several areas where the educators differed in their perceptions.
Some differences in perceptions were observed in the teachers’ perceptions of
internationalization based on years worked in higher education, country of birth, gender,
international experience, and level of education. The data, however, indicated that the
educators in general believed that internationalization activities on their campus was a
positive movement towards expanding their offerings to students by helping to develop
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an educational environment where they can become more globally competitive and more
professionally effective.
Conclusions
According to Fatherree (2013), the Mississippi system of community and junior
colleges remains true to its original mission to provide a quality, accessible education for
the state’s community at an affordable price. All of the 15 community colleges in
Mississippi require a general education curriculum as part of the Associate degree
program. There is further evidence that one place to begin or enhance
internationalization efforts at community colleges are within general education courses.
This type of activity was supported by President Bush, the President of the United States,
who stressed in 2006 the importance of providing greater international exposure and
experiences to students in higher education.
Many of the educators in this study support the expansion of programs that
support study abroad or student exchange programs. Many of them also seek to build
partnerships with foreign institutions or to infuse academic offerings at home with a
focus on international understanding, adhering to the belief by Brustein (2007) that “if we
are to achieve global competence then we are obliged to internationalize the educational
experience no matter the discipline.”
Finding for research question one
Research question one asked: “What are the perceptions of the faculty at two
community colleges in Mississippi regarding the importance of the
internationalization of general education curriculum?”
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The result of this finding indicated that more than half of the faculty was in
agreement with the following: (1) that preparing students with international/global
understanding should be part of the mission of their college; (2) that their school should
have a plan designed to increase international/global understanding among students; (3)
that general education courses with an international/global focus should be available to
all students at my college; (4) that their college would benefit from having a partner
relationship with an institution in another country: (5) that topics with an
international/global focus should be required in all appropriate general education courses
at my college. The majority of the faculty seems to be supportive of the ideas of Leask
(2001) who proposed that schools should internationalize the curriculum in higher
education because internationalization of the curriculum may be an effective means of
providing an academic environment that supports the diverse cultural learning needs of
international students.
Findings for research question two
Research question two asked: “What are the perceptions of faculty at two
community colleges in Mississippi regarding institutional success with
internationalization of the general education curriculum?”
Only a small number of the faculty was in agreement with the following:(1) that
their institutions had good to very good success rate; (2) that their school had global
education in its mission statement; (3) that they had a strategic plan; (4) that they
provided for internationalization efforts as a budgetary item; (5) that their institution did
include internationalization as a priority within its strategic plan; (6) that their
institution’s governing board supported internationalization efforts by the college;(7) that
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their institution provided a global aspect into the general education curriculum. The
results of this study demonstrated that the schools involved in this study faced numerous
challenges to achieve internationalizing the curriculum. Progress could be impeded
because of institutional barriers, internal structures, and faculty’s reluctance to engage in
the curricular reform. As Knight (1994) has emphasized, there is a need for institutions to
make a permanent commitment to internationalization.
Findings for research question three
Research question three asked: “What are the perceptions of faculty at two
community colleges in Mississippi regarding administrative support for
internationalization of the general education curriculum?”
More than half of the faculty was in agreement with the following: (1) that their
college should provide assistance for general education faculty to develop courses with
an international/global focus; (2) that staff development experiences to help develop
international/global understanding should be provided for general education faculty.
There did not seem to be enough commitment from administrators. According to Knight
(2000), the responsibility for internationalizing the curriculum rested with individual
departments and faculties or in some cases, a faculty member, who was assigned a
facilitative role in the process. That is why Knight (1994, 2000) emphasized how
important role of an international office is. He believe that the international office should
be staffed by leaders who have credibility with faculty, and who possess the requisite
academic, administrative, and cross-cultural skills can play in the curricular development
and review process.
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Findings for research question four
Research question four asked: “Are there differences in faculty perceptions of the
internationalization of the general education curriculum based on
demographic factors?”
This question examined several of the demographic variables against respondents’
perceptions of the importance of international education and their implementation of
instructional activities to promote greater internationalization. The greatest amount of
differences in perceptions was found based on the length of years in education, the
number of years in higher education, and the amount of international experience of the
faculty. A faculty with experiences relating to internationalization will have a better
appreciation for the value of this process to the education environment. According to
Rudolph (1990), the modern general education movement should provide a curriculum
that will develop individuals into graduates with a broad range of experiences and
understandings that encourage them to become more culturally sensitive.
Limitations
The findings of the study are based on the perceptions of the full-time faculty
members willing to take part and share their input in the study with regard to their own
perceptions of the importance of internationalization, and incorporation of international
instructional strategies into the curriculum. Other researchers, conducting similar study
might get different results based on the sample population. Therefore, one needs to
proceed with caution when considering the findings of the current research.
With that in mind, the following are further limitations of the study
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1.

The major limitation of this study is the fact that there were only two
schools involved in this inquiry. That small number of schools therefore
limits our ability to make any generalization about the consensus of
faculty employed in institutions in this region of Mississippi and the
overall view of Mississippi colleges on the issues of internationalization of
the curriculum and the academic program.

2.

Since the survey was conducted electronically online, there was no way
for respondents to get clarification of a question if, for some reason, they
did not fully understand the questions.
Recommendations

For decades, education leaders have considered expanding global education for
students in colleges and universities. This is important as educational institutions struggle
to solve the problems raised by the declining educational status in the United States and
American students’ lack of understanding of other peoples and cultures. It is important
for higher education to provide an environment that will allow students to appreciate and
work competently with individuals from various cultures and backgrounds. According to
Altbach (2002), institutions around the globe are striving to develop this atmosphere by
incorporating international education into not only the curriculum, but also within the
culture of the institution. Institutions from around the globe have begun to realize the
importance of internationalization within higher education institutions is a growing trend,
not only in the U.S. but around the world.
Modern day activities are characterized by increased interconnectivity, diversity,
and global mobility. As a result most postsecondary institutions have adjusted their
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activities to include internationalization of their operations and their academic offerings
to stay competitive in a crowded international educational arena of students today. As
Zeszotarski (1999) suggested, general education programs may be the only opportunity
students have to gain the core knowledge they need, especially those students whose
education ends with an associate’s degree. Schools must consider that fact that “adoption
of global education competencies has the potential to reform inequalities in general
education objectives” (Zeszotarski, 2001).
The study further examined faculty members’ attitudes towards administrative
support and found that faculty would like a lot more support from the administration than
they perceive they are getting. With that in mind, there are some recommendations for the
practitioners, and to the policymakers, to enhance the internationalization/globalization in
their community colleges.
Recommendations for Practitioners
All of the 15 community colleges in Mississippi require a general education
curriculum as part of the Associate degree program. This study examined the perceptions
of the faculty at two community colleges in Mississippi regarding the importance of the
internationalization of general education curriculum, institutional success with
internationalization of the general education curriculum, and administrative support for
internationalization of the general education curriculum.
According to Knight (1994), internationalization must be entrenched in the
culture, policy, planning and organizational processes of the institution so that it is not
treated as, nor does it become, a passing fad. Based on the findings from this study and
the proposals from Knight (1994), it is recommended that the general education
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requirements include courses that focus on foreign language, regional studies, and global
issues. Colleges should internationalize courses in the disciplines.
The courses attached to each major should evolve around international
perspectives and should highlight global issues to ensure that they could become
imbedded in the culture, and be am organizational process of the institution. There should
also be co-curriculum programs and activities that address global issues. These activities
should be developed to strengthen the international elements of the curriculum. They
should be designed to allow students of different backgrounds to interact with each other
and engage in discussion that would support the integration and success of international
students on campus. These campus-wide activities should include internationally-focused
competencies, and as an added feature, infusion of technology can be used to enhance
global learning. The use of technology can facilitate joint coursework and interactions
with students and faculty from other foreign countries.
Use of the Results of this Study by Faculty
This study examined the perceptions of the faculty at two community colleges in
Mississippi regarding the importance of the internationalization of general education
curriculum, institutional success with internationalization of the general education
curriculum, and administrative support for internationalization of the general education
curriculum. This study demonstrates that periodic curricular review by faculty can
provide important feedback that can enable the colleges to provide the strongest
international curriculum possible. Knight (2000) and McKellin (1998) observed that the
lack of a curricular review and assessment process at some universities could be a major
barrier to the curricular reform process. Knight (2000) indicated that the responsibility for
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internationalizing the curriculum rested with individual departments and faculties or in
some cases, a faculty member. This study provided results relating to the perceptions of
the importance of internationalization. Some faculty members were not satisfied with the
colleges’ success rate. Reflection on the programs and activities indicated areas where
changes are needed to enhance current offerings and the success of Internalization.
The results of the study pointed out areas where modifications were needed, such
as inclusion of a global education in their school’s mission statement, the presence or
absence of a strategic plan, provision for internationalization efforts as a budgetary item,
and inclusion of internationalization as a priority within its strategic plan. Faculty can
recognize whether their governing board supported internationalization efforts by the
college and take steps to encourage this where needed. By reviewing the findings, faculty
can gain an understanding of the need to provide a global aspect into the general
education curriculum of all colleges. The results of this study would also enable faculty
to understand the importance of administrative support for internationalization.
Recommendations for Policymakers
While administrative support is obviously important in the efforts to
internationalize, Raby (2007) feels that top-down leadership does not always ensure
success. She believes that “faculty are the institutional actors who teach the
internationalized curriculum” (Raby, 2007). If that is true, support must be available to
assist in this effort. Based on responses regarding perceived support and desired support,
it is evident that faculty members in the current study desire more support than they
perceive they are actually getting. Many of the modifications needed by institutions to
ensure a strong internalization program would require some policy changes, as well as
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strong legislative support. As community colleges strive to supply communities with a
dependable and competitive workforce, internationalization and successful student
learning are critical elements of higher education. An internationalized curriculum and
co-curriculum ensure that all students are exposed to international perspectives and build
global competence.
Globally-focused student learning outcomes articulate specific knowledge and
skills to be addressed in courses and programs. Colleges will need legislative and policymakers support to implement an interactive library to access concise, useful resources.
These resources are needed to integrate global learning as a part of the fundamental
culture of the institution.
Policymakers will also be instrumental in strengthening teacher education
programs so that teachers can adopt a global perspective and transfer it to their K-12
students. Such support will also be needed to implement and support international degree
programs administered by U.S. colleges and universities. In order to ensure active
leadership in making internationalization a priority, policymakers must be involved at all
levels to adequately represent the recommendations derived from this study and to ensure
that the colleges expose their students to a successful internalization program.
Recommendations for Further Study
Several questions have arisen as a result of this research and recommendations are
put forward for future research. One of recommendations is for an investigation of the
characteristics of globally-focused student learning outcomes. Another recommendation
is for an assessment of courses and majors that incorporate international perspectives and
highlight global issues. It is also recommended that there should be an examination of
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curricula to address global issues and reinforce international elements. Finally, it is
recommended that there should be an examination of internationally-focused
competencies in student learning outcome goals and assessments.
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Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors Affecting the Internationalization of
General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community Colleges
DIRECTIONS: Please select the appropriate answer for each of the questions
below.
Section 1: Demographic Information
1. What is your gender?
Male
Female
2. How many years have you been working at a community college in a faculty position?
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26 or more
3. How many years have you worked in higher education?
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26 or more
4. What is your highest degree earned?
Associates
Bachelors
Masters
Doctorate
5. In what area of general education are you currently teaching?
English/Communication
Humanities
Mathematics
Science
Social/Behavioral Science
Other: Please specify:____________________
6. Please indicate the college at which you are currently employed.
A
B
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7. Do you have administrative responsibilities (e.g. Department Head,
Associate/Assistant Dean, etc.)?
Yes
No
8. Were you born outside the United States?
Yes (Go to question 9)
No (Go to question 10)
9. If you answered “yes” to question 8, how many years have you been in the United
States?
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26 or more
10. In how much international experience (travels/studies) have you personally been
involved?
None
1-2 tours abroad/less than 3 weeks
International touring abroad/3 weeks or more same trip
Extended travel abroad lasting several months
Lived or studied abroad for more than 1 year
Section II: Institutional Success with Internationalization Efforts
For the purpose of this study, internationalization is defined as "the process of integrating
an international, intercultural, or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery
of post-secondary education" (Knight, 2003, p. 5).
11. How would you rate the success of your institution in maintaining an international
focus for general education students?
Very Poor
Poor
Fair
Good
Very Good
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12. Does your institution (individual campus or college system) include global
education in its mission statement?
Yes
No
Unknown
13. Does your institution include internationalization as a priority within its strategic
plan?
Yes
No
Unknown
14. Does your institution provide for internationalization efforts as a budgetary item
(e.g.11aculty lead study abroad programs, internationalization of courses, faculty
travel to international meetings, etc.)?
Yes
No
Unknown
15. Does your administration encourage internationalization of general education
courses?
Yes
No
Unknown
16. Does your governing board support internationalization efforts by the college?
Yes
No
Unknown
17. How successful has your institution been in providing a global aspect into the
general education curriculum?
No Success
Little Success
Average success
Good success
Excellent success
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Section III: Importance of Internationalization
18. Preparing students with international/global understanding should be part of the
mission of my college.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
19. My college should have a plan designed to increase international/global
understanding among students.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
20. General education courses with an international/global focus should be available
to all students at my college.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
21. There should be a designated administrative office at my college to coordinate
and support international education initiatives.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
22. My college would benefit from having a partner relationship with an institution in
another country.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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23. Topics with an international/global focus should be required in all appropriate
general education courses at my college.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
24. All associate degree students at my college should be required to complete at least
one general education course with an international/global focus.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Section IV: Administrative Support
For the purposes of this study, administrative support is defined as “sustainable
encouragement through budgets, policies and procedures by presidents, governing
boards, and other upper level administration of the college.” (O’Connor, 2009, p. 11)
25. My college should provide assistance for general education faculty to develop
courses with an international/global focus.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
26. My college does provide assistance for general education faculty to develop
courses with an international/global focus.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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27. My college should provide opportunities to help increase international/global
understanding among general education faculty.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
28. My college does provide opportunities to help increase international/global
understanding among general education faculty.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
29. Staff development experiences to help develop international/global understanding
should be provided for general education faculty at my college.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
30. Staff development experiences to help develop international/global understanding
are provided for general education faculty at my college.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
31. General education faculty at my college should receive support to attend
conferences/meetings with an international focus.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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32. General education faculty at my college do receive support to attend
conferences/meetings with an international focus.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Nether Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

128

APPROVAL LETTER FROM THE INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD FOR THE
PROTECTION OF HUMAN SERVICES
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Protocol Title: Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors Affecting the
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community
Colleges
Protocol Number: 14-418
Principal Investigator: Mr.
Adetokunbo Oredein Date of
Determination: 1/26/2015
Qualifying Exempt Category: 45
CFR 46.101(b)(2) Dear Mr. Oredein:
RE: HRPP Study #14-418: Analysis of Faculty Perception: Factors Affecting the
Internationalization of General Education Curriculum in Mississippi Community
Colleges
The Human Research Protection Program has determined the above referenced project
exempt from IRB review. Please note the following:


Retain a copy of this correspondence for your records.



An approval stamp is required on all informed consents. You must use the
stamped consent form for obtaining consent from participants.



Only the MSU staff and students named on the application are approved as
MSU investigators and/or key personnel for this study.



Your approved study will expire on 12/31/2015, which was the completion date
indicated on your application. If additional time is needed, please contact our
office.



Any modifications to the project must be reviewed and approved by the
HRPP prior to implementation. Any failure to adhere to the approved
protocol could result in suspension or termination of your project.



Per university requirement, all research-related records (e.g. application
materials, letters of support, signed consent forms, etc.) must be retained
and available for audit for a period of at least 3 years after the research has
ended.



It is the responsibility of the investigator to promptly report events
that may represent unanticipated problems involving risks to
subjects or others.
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This determination is issued under the Mississippi State University’s OHRP Federal
wide Assurance #FWA00000203. All forms and procedures can be found on the HRPP
website: www.orc.msstate.edu. Thank you for your cooperation and good luck to you in
conducting this research project. If you have questions or concerns, please contact me at
nmorse@orc.msstate.edu or call 662-325-5220.
Sincerely,
Nicole Morse, CIP
IRB Compliance
Administrator cc:
Stephanie B. King
(Advisor)
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects P.O. Box 6223
Mississippi State, MS 39762 (662) 325‐3294
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